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Comments. including names and street addresses of respondents. will be available 
tor public review at the above address during requiar business hours (7:45 a.m. to 
4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday. except holidays. and may be published as part 
of the EIS. Individual respondents may request confidentiality. If you wish to 
withhold your name or street address from public review or from disciosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act. you must state this prominently at the beginning of your 
written comment. Such requests will be honored to the extent allowed by the law 
All submissions from organizations or businesses. and from individuals identify:ng 
themselves as representatives or officia!s of organizations or businesses. will be 
made available for public inspection in thei entirety 














The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the balanced management of the pubic lands 
and resources and ther vanous values so that they are considered »" a combinaton that will best 
serve the needs of the Amencan people Management is based upon the principles of multiple use 
and sustained yreld. a combination of uses that take into account the long term needs of future 
generations for renewable and nonrenewabile resources These resources include recreation 
range tember munerais. watershed. fish and widife widerness and natural. scenic. screntiic and 
cutural values 
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United States Department of the Interior 





BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT In Repiy Refer To: 
Wvoming State Office 
P.O. Box 1828 
Chevenne, Weoming 82003-1828 1795 (918) 
June 9, 1999 


Dear Reader: 


Enclosed is the Final Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Proposed Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) for Pubiic Lands Administered by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM), Newcastle Field Office. This document presents the Proposed RMP for managing the 
public lands and resources in the Newcastle area. The proposed RMP is a refinement of the 
preferred alternative presented in the draft EIS published in March 1998. 


Chapter 5 of this final EIS includes BLM’s responses to public comments on the draft EIS. 
One of the best ways to see how the EIS has changed is to read these responses. 


All parts of the Proposed RMP may be protested by parties who participated in the planning 
process and who have an interest which is or may be adversely affected by the approval of 
the resource management plan (43 CFR 1610.5-2). Protests may only involve issues raised 
during the planning process and only by the person or persons who raised those issues. 
Protests should be sent to: 





Director, Bureau of Land Management, 

Attention: Ms. Brenda Williams, Protests Coordinator 
WO-210/LS- 1075 

Department of the Interior 

Washington, DC 20240 


Protests must be postmarked within 30 days after the Environmental Protection Agency 
publishes the filing notice for this final EIS in the Federal Register. The protests should 
include the following information: 


The name, mailing address, telephone number, and interest of the person filing the 
protest. 


A statement of the issue(s) being protested. 

A statement of the part(s) of the plan being protested. 

A copy of all documents addressing the issue(s) that were submitted during the 
planning process by the protesting party, or an indication of the date the issue or issues were 
discussed for the record. 


A concise statement explaining why the proposed management plan is believed to be 
wrong. 




















To facilitate protests, parties are also encouraged to submit a statement describing the interest 
which is or may be adversely affected by the approval of the resource management plan. 


At the end of the 30-day protest period, the Proposed RMP, excluding any portion under 
protest, will become final. Approval will be withheld on any portion of the plan under 
protest until final action on the protest has been completed. Any significant change made as 
a result of a protest will be made available for public review and comment before it is 
approved. 


| want to personally thank those who have participated in the planning process for this 
resource management plan. I hope your involvement will continue as we move forward to 
iraplement and monitor the plan and manage the public lands and resources in the Newcastle 
planning area. 


Sincerely, 


es 


an R. Pierson 
State Director 
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SUMMARY 


INTRODUCTION 


This final environmental impact statement (E1S) de- 
scribes the Proposed Newcastle Resource Manage- 
ment plan (RMP) and its environmental consequences 
This proposed pian is for the future management of 
pubiic lands in the Wyoming portion of the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) Newcastle Field office adrwn- 
istrative area. The planning a °a Comprises approx- 
mately 291.168 acres of BLM-administered public land 
surface and 1.407.698 acres of BLM-admunistered fed- 
era! mineral estate. (BLM -administered public land 
surface is referred to as ‘public land” in this document ) 


The draft EIS for the Newcastle RMP. published in 
March 1998. and the public comments submitted on that 
document. provided the basis for developing this final 
EIS and the Proposed Newcastle RMP 


The page sized maps contained in this final EIS show 
the general management direction associated with the 
Proposed Newcastle RMP and in some cases the loca- 
ton of important resources. (it must be remembered 
that the proposed RMP decisions would apply only 
to the approximately 291,168 acres of BLM-adminis- 
tered public land surface and 1,407,698 acres of 
BLM-administered federal mineral estate cited 
above.) More detailed maps are on file in the Newcastle 
Field Office. The information on these maps is dynamic 
and subject to change as new information and data are 
acquired 


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SINCE 
MARCH 1998 


After the draft EIS tor the Newcastle RMP was pub. 
lished in March 1998. the BLM held three open houses 
Later, BLM sponsored a guided bus tour of the Lance 
Creek Fossil Area Other informal meetings were held 
with members of the ranching and mineral industries 
with representatives of local governments. and with 
other interest groups and agencies 


Asummary of comments generated from these meet 


iNgs during the public comment period is on file in the 
Newcastle Field Office 


A total of 23 comment letters. 3 hearing testimoni s. 
and 307 petition signatures were received on the draft 
EIS. These and the comments taken at meetings and 
open houses were used in making corrections and 
needed changes to the Preferred Alternative (o! the draft 
EIS) indeveloping the proposed Newcastle RMP Vivese 
comments an’ BLM's responses are included in Chap. 
ter 5 of this document 


The Newcastle RMP will be kept current through 
minor maintenance or through amendments and revi- 
sions, as the demands on public lands and resources 
Change. as the land and resource conditions Change. or 
as new information is acquired 


DEVELOPMENT OF THE 
PROPOSED RMP 


The proposed Newcastle RMP was developed by 
making adjustments to the Preferred Alternative rre- 
sented in the 1998 draft EIS. In addition. the planning 
team has revised some of the analysis in that draft EIS 
based on public comments and has included updated 
information. The most notable changes are summa. 
nzed below. A complete description of the proposed 
Newcastle RMP is in table 2-1 in chapter 2 


The following are changes to the draft EiS: none are 
Changes to the proposed management actions described 
in chapter 2 


In chapter 1. three planning criteria have been 
added biological diversity. leasable minerals 
potential. and wild and scenic rivers. None of 
these criteria Caused any changes in the Pro- 
posed RMP 


The “Socioeconomics’ section has been up- 
dated and revised using current fgures 


Appendix N. “Fire Management implementa- 
tion Plan for the BLM-Adrmnistered Public Lands 
in the State of Wyoming. has been added as a 
result of a new planning policy that calls for 
Bureauwide consistency in tire management 
and budgeting 


Map 3.18. ‘Etk Hunt Areas’ and Map 3.24. ‘Eth 
and Antelope Herd Unit Boundaries have been 
updated to reflect current hunt area boundaries 
Map 3.19. Threatened or Endangered Species 
Habitat. in the draft has not been included in 
tus document tt was eliminated because the 
information was found not to be complete 


Updated intormation pertaining to big game 
population objectives is reflected on table 3.22 


Appendix 4. “A Detailed Discussion of OW and 
Gas Activites and Processes in the Newcastle 
Resource Area and appendix | Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development Scenario for Ov and 
Gas have been updated with more current 
wmormation 














SUMMARY 


Thws page left blank intentionally 

















TABLE OF CONTENTS 





INTRODUCTION. 
PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT SINCE MARCH 1998 
DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPOSED RMP . 





CHAPTER 1-PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 





PURPOSE AND NEED ............ | 
DESCRIPTION OF THE PLANNING AREA a 
PLANNING ISSUES AND PLANNING CRITERIA 
Planning issues identified .. | 
issue A R,xtention or Disposal of Public Lands 
issue B: Surface Disturbance ...... 
issue C: Special Management Area Designations 
issue D: Control of Praine Dogs on BLM-administered Public Lands 
Planning Criteria .............. | 
Criteria for Use of Mitigation Guidelines 
Criteria tor Coal Screening Process 
Criteria for Healthy Rangelands 
Criteria for Special Situations 
CHAPTER 2-DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING 
THE PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


OMP@OnNNANOOOann «« 





INTRODUCTION ..... 
OTHER MANAGEMENT OPTIONS CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED 
FROM DETAILED ANALYSIS 
Livestock Grazing Options 
Elimination of Timber Harvesting . 
Elimination of Mineral Leasing and Mineral Material Sales 
Elimination of Restrictive or Protective Stipulations from Development and 
Surtace-disturbing Activites. 
Elimination of Oil and Gas Leasing in Areas With High Hydrogen Sulfide Potential 
Restriction of Development or Activity in Areas Containing High Amounts of Selenium 
ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN DETAIL 


AIR QUALITY ............ 
BIODIVERSITY ECOSYSTEM MANAGEMENT 
CLIMATE ........... 
CULTURAL RESOURCES . 
Description and Summary 
Prehistoric and Protohistoric Periods 
Native American Values 
Historic Period 
Exploration and Fur Trade 
Trails and Transportation 
Mining and industry 
Ranching and Homesteading . 
FOREST RESOURCES 
GEOLOGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES 
Geology 
Leasable Minerals 
Coal 
Oil and Gas 


5 
ll 
i 


= se SS 
NAY — — 


Se 
WG h& Po hO 








CONTENTS 


Locatable Minerals 
Bentonmie 
Gypsum 
Urarwurr, 
Metalhc Minerals 
Salable Minerals — 
Geothermal Steam 
Geologic Hazards 
Hydrogen Sulfide 
Landsides 
Paleontology Resources 
Summary of Paleontological Work in the Lance Cree« Area 
HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 
LANDS AND REALTY 
Landownersh.p 
Land Disposals 
Land Use Authorizations 
Outside Intivences 
Classifications and Withdrawals 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
RECREATION RESOURCES 
ORV Use and Designations 
SOCIOECONOMICS 
Characteristics 
Healthcare 
Population 
Economic Growth and Activity 
Labor Force and Employment 
Persona! income 
Property Values and Local Taxes 
Mayor Economic Bases Within the Planrwng Area 
Agriculture 
Minerals 
Forestry 
Recreation 
Environmental Justice 
SOIL RESOURCES 
Soils of the Mountains and Mountain Valleys 
Soils of the Eastern Wyoming Plains 
VEGETATION RESOURCES 
Grassland Type 
Big Sagebrush Shrubland 
Jumper Woodland 
Ponderosa Pine Forest 
Poisonous 2nd Noxious Plants 
Weed Control 
Rangeland 
Herbaceous Pangeland 
Shrub and Brush Rangeland 
Mixed Rangeland 
Forestiand 
Deciduous Forestiand 
Coniter Forestland 
Wetland 
Nonforested Wetland 
Rare Plants 





SSSSSSTSSSSSassssessyAAHaHAAaR 


Vill 

















CONTENTS 























VISUAL RESOURCES - | ns bb 
WATER RESOURCES | | - 7 coven 192 
Groundwater oo ccceveveveeme 12 
Afuvurn | a 112 
Arkaree —— 112 
Wiete River. = | seen 12 
Fort Umon'Lance . | . | _ 112 

Fox Hills | | | | oe. 12 
Newcastle Sandstone _. | eevee 12 
Lower Cretaceous and Upper Jurassic Aquifers | | 12 
Minnetusa Pahasapa (Madison) | 112 
Surface Water .. 192 
WILDLIFE RESOURCES - , 193 
Special Situation Areas | seesieainee 116 
Aquatic Habitat | i16 
Ripanan Habra | 117 
T&E Species . 118 
CHAPTER 4 121 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 121 
INTRODUCTION. ............. | a 121 
EFFECTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE _ 121 
Oe 0 crennreneerensrensernnsenenreerenssemmacsrermecmnmmennenmemnnsnenntniets 159 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION — 159 
INTRODUCTION .. a 159 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 159 
CONSISTENCY — 159 
AGENCIES AND ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED .. 160 
Federal Agencies | .. 160 
United Siates. Department of Agriculture | 160 

United States. Department of Energy ... 160 

United States Dep=r.nent of the interior | scvveeeeeeee 160 
ee ny sieuseeenineuimenaventans 160 
Federai Elected Officials | | | | one 18 

State of Wyoming —_ | a . 160 

Local Government | | ev eee 160 
DISTRIBUTION —— | - | ccveevevee 160 
PREPARERS OF THE DOCUMENT | | 160 
COORDINATION, SUPPORT, AND REVIEW... | . 163 
COMMENTS AND RESPONSES | 163 
Introduction .... — ; | 163 
Comments Received by E-mail | 164 
Response to the Above Letter | 169 

Form Letters Received in the Mail | ssuepeeesn 169 
Response to the Above Letters | | | 175 

Form Green Cards’ Received in the Mail . | 175 
Responses to Conversations and Comment Letters | | 177 
introduction amen — — | 177 
Response to Cartwright Conversation | 177 
Response to Christinson Conversation | - 177 
Response to Heurmer Conversation | . 177 
Response to ‘Green Cards” Received in the Mail 7 177 
Response to Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission 177 
Response to Letter 1 178 
Response to Letter 2 | | 178 














CONTENTS 


Response to Letter 3 
Response to Letter 4 
Response to Letter 5 
Response to Letter 6 
Response to Letter 7 
Response to Letter 8 
Response to Letter 9 
Response to Letter 10 
Response to Letter 11 
Response to Letter 12 
Response to Letter 13 
Response to Letter 14 
Response to Letter 15 
Response to Letter 16 
Response to Letter 17 
Response to Letter 18 
Response to Letter 19 
Response to Letter 20 
Response to Letter 2' 
Response to Letter 22 
Response to Letter 23 
Responses io Public Hearing Concerns 
Cook County (Sundance) 
Niobrara County (Lance Creek Elementary Schoo!) 
Weston County (Security First Bank. Newcastle) 
COMMENT LETTERS 








APPENDIX A. SPLIT-ESTATE LANDS 

APPENDIX B . LANDOWNERSHIP ADJUSTMENT STRATEGY OF CASPER DISTRICT 

APPENDIX C . WILD AND SCENIC RIVER REVIEW OF WATERWAYS 
IN THE NEWCASTLE PLANNING AREA 

APPENDIX D THE PLANNING PROCESS 

APPENDIX E . WYOMING BLM MITIGATION GUIDELINES FOR 
SURFACE -DISTURBING AND DISRUPTIVE ACTIVITIES 

APPENDIX F STANDARDS FOR HEALTHY RANGELANDS AND GUIDELINES 
FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING MANAGEMENT FOR PUBLIC LANDS 
ADMINISTERED BY THE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
IN THE STATE OF WYOMING 

APPENDIX G . THE FORESTRY PROGRAM , 

APPENDIX H . A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF OIL AND GAS ACTIVITIES AND 
PROCESSES IN THE NEWCASTLE PLANNING AREA 

APPENDIX J. PLANT SPECIES AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF 
IMPORTANT PLANTS IN THE PLANNING AREA 

APPENDIX K - POISONOUS PLANTS — 

APPENDIX L . POPULATION AND HABITAT VARIABLES MATRIX FOR BIRD 
AND MAMMAL SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN 

APPENDIX M . PUBLIC PARTICIPATION DOCUMENTATION 

APPENDIX N . FIRE MANAGEMENT IMPLEMENTATION PLAN FOR THE 
BLM-ADMINISTERED PUBLIC LANDS IN THE STATE OF WYOMING 


161 
181 


185 


187 

















CONTENTS 


FIGURES 
FIGURE 1- 1 - STEPS IN THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLANNING PROCESS 6 
FIGURE 3- 1 - SULFATE AND NITRATE DEPOSTION 60 
FIGURE 3- 2. ANNUAL PRECIPITATION AND TEMPERATURE 62 
FIGURE 3- 3 - SURFACE AND MINERAL OWNERSHIP 6Y 
FIGURE 3- 4 - OIL AND GAS LEASE SALE RESULTS ACRES OFFERED ANDLEASED 70 
FIGURE 3- 5S - OIL AND GAS (EASE SALE RESULTS: MONEY FROM BONUS BIDS 71 
FIGURE 3- 6 - STRATIGRAPHIC CHART | 73 
FIGURE 3- 7 - TOTAL AGRICULTURE CASH RECEIPTS: CROOK COUNTY 96 
FIGURE 3- 6 - TOTAL AGRICULTURE CASH RECEIPTS NIOBRARA COUNTY 97 
FIGURE 3- 9. TOTAL AGRICULTURE CASH RECEIPTS: WESTON COUNTY 96 
FIGURE 3-10 - TOTAL AGRICULTURE CASH RECEIPTS: PLANNING AREA 99 

MAPS 
MAP 1- 1 - General Location ... 6 
MAP 3- 1 - Areas of Natural or Historic Interest .. 463 
MAP 3- 3 - Coal-bearing Areas... ae" 467 
MAP 3- 4. Bentorwte Mining Areas 469 
MAP 3- 5 - Uranium Mining Disncts and Occurences | 471 
MAP 3- 6 - Metallic Mineral Areas... iat 473 
MAP 3- 7 - Mineral Materials . deel , oun 78 
MAP 3- 8 - Generalized Geologic Hazards as 477 
MAP 3- 9 - Hydrogen Sulfide as a Geologic Hazard . | | 479 
MAP 3-10 - Generalized Landsiide Areas in Crook County | 48) 
MAP 3-11 . Generalized Landslide Areas in Niobrara County inated : 683 
MAP 3-12 - Generalized Landslide Areas in Weston County 485 
MAP 3-13 - Areas with Selenium... 487 
MAP 3-14 . Windbiown Areas . : | 489 
MAP 2-15 - Exsting Classiicators and Wihdrawats 491 
MAP 3-16 - Deer Hunt Areas . : 493 
MAP 3-17 - Antelope Hunt Areas. “ia 495 
MAP 3-16 - Ek Hunt Areas 497 
MAP 3-19 - Recreation Development Areas 499 
MAP 3-20 - Visual Resource Management ..... | 501 
MAP 3-21 - Surface Hydrology . 503 
MAP 3-22 - Deer Critical Winter Range : 505 
MAP 3-23 . Deer Herd Unit Area Boundanes , 7 
MAP 3-24 . Elk and Antelope Herd Unit Area Boundaries 509 
MAP 3-25 . Grouse Nesting and Raptor Concentration Areas 511 
Surtace Ownership -_ : Back Pocket 

TABLES 
TABLE 1- 1 - Land and Mineral Ownerstup in the Wyoming Portion of the 

Newcastle RMP Planning Area . : 4 

TABLE 2- 1 - Summary of Alternatives. including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 14 
TABLE 3- 1 - Criteria Aw Pollutant Standards and Background Concentrations 59 
TABLE 3- 2 - Air Poliunon increments tor Prevention of Significant Deterioration 60 
TABLE 3- 3 . Bentonite Production in Crook and Weston Counties in 1989 74 
TABLE 3- 4 - Mineral Material Types and Locations ... 76 
TABLE 3- 5 - Free-use Permit Activity .. 77 
TABLE 3- 6 - Total Production From Free-use Permits 77 

















CONTENTS 


TABLES (continued) 

TABLE 3- 7 - Classifications and Withdrawals .......................... a 
TABLE 3- 8 - “and “M’ Category Allotments Monitored as of September 1989 . sananieeeeiiennanennas 83 
TABLE 3- 9 - Acreage of Prairie Dog Towns on Public Lands in 1982 and 1992 ............ ..........B7 
TABLE 3-10 - Baseline and Projected Population Growth for Selected Years ..................cceeees 88 
TABLE 3-11 - Employment by Place Of Work 00... ceceeeseeceesensenensnennnnnnannnnnnnnnsannnnensensnennnnes 90 
TABLE 3-12 - Personal income by Major Source for Selected Year ..............-..ccccceceeeeeerenens 91 
TABLE 3-13 - Farm Income and Expenditures 2.00... cc cccccersecceeeeeeeeeeeneeennenes saaeusaseeuetnianeeens 93 
TABLE 3-14 - Property VaRUBHONG ...........0.000.0:0crcsesecsessesseseesvoreoseosensssesrsneeseerensnseneessesoonsees eevee 101 
TABLE 3-15 - Comparison of Payment in Lieu of Taxes (PILT) and County Tax mad 

for Average Agricultural Land ..................ssesssssssessesersseeneessensessesnsssssonsensssseenees 102 
TABLE 3-16 - Recreation-related Income Under Existing Management ee 105 
ee ee . mrs ee UD oc ccccccsncovecevnorecccesevccvcnnusessessonnerenssccssscccvoonecnceoccsosovecoesooneceses 106 
TABLE 3-18 - Vegetation Types and Acreages ........ euptetiazeuehenataneeenenuenenieantaesievenbensapennnanns 107 
TABLE 3-19 - Draft BLM Special Status Plant Species. ebiseaieeeeneannennatenenimmmansnianentensees eneusuneneenenes 111 
TABLE 3-20 - Water Quality Summary for Selected Stations in the Newcastle 

Planning Area ............... cetevantnenagunsipanineanaenaienitensneninmnan Te 
TABLE 3-21 - Acreage of Community Types . sanseiaeenaihataeataataaniiamemnnesenmnnmetmemnaennenmetiat 115 
TABLE 3-22 . WGFD 1996 Big Game Post-season Populations and oe — 11S 
TABLE 3-23 _ Sage Grouse and Sharp-tailed Grouse Areas ................. a 1 16 
TABLE 3-24. Trout Stream Classifications .. “ aubabeeempeeniaieneantanseunaavanmnencen 6 OE 
TABLE 3-25 © Preluminary Riparian Classification Information . NS | 
TABLE 3-26 . Threatened. Endangered. and Candidate Species ................c eee ere 118 
TABLE 4- 1 Summary of Impacts by Alternative ..................en nneeouvens ceuvevveveveee 122 
TABLE 4- 2 Areas of Surface Use Restrictions ..................... meee pevevineineent coer « 158 
TABLE 5- 1 - index of Comments on the Second Draft EIS «0.0.0... es 163 

vin 




















ABBREVIATIONS 


Average annual precipitation 

Allotment management pian 

Application for permit to aril 

Animal unit month 

Area of critical environmentai concern 

Archeological Resources Protection Act of 1979 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Service. Wildlife Services, U.S. Department 
of Agriculture 

Before present 

Bureau of Land Management, U.S. Department of the Intenor 
Bureau oj Reclamation, U.S. Department of the Interior 
Communitization agreement 

Council on Enviranmental Quality 


Code of Federal Regulations. Numbers refer to title and part: that is 40 CFR 1500 
refers to title 40, part 1500. 


Classification and Multiple Use Act of 1964 

State of Wyoming. Department of Environmental Quality 
Environmental assessment 

Environmental impact statement 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

Extensive recreation management area 

Endangered Species Act of 1973 

Forest Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture 

Free use permit 

Fish and Wildlife Service. U.S. Department of the Interior 
Federal Advisory Committee Act of 1972 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
Gallons per minute 

Habitat rnanagement plan 

Inspection and enforcement 

Kilograms per hectare per year 

Management framework plan 

Milligrams per liter 

Missouri Siver Basin 

Management situation analysis 

Mean annual soil temperature 

Million board feet 

Mean summer soil temperature 

Newcastle Field Office 

National natural landmark 

Notice of intent 

National Park Service, U.S. Department of the Interior 
National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 


Natural Resources Conservation Service. U.S. Department of Agriculture (for- 
merly the Soil Conservation Service—SCS) 

















ABBREVIATIONS 


National Register of Historic Places 
New source performance standards 
National ambient air quality standards 
Off-road vehicie 

Parts per million 

Prevention of significant deterioration 
Payment in lieu of taxes 

Recreation management area 
Resource management plan 
Recreational opportunity spectrum 
Recreation and public purpose 
Standards and guidelines 


Soil Conservation Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture (changed to Natural 
Resources Conservation Service-NRCS) 


Special recreation management area 

Special recreation permit 

Total dissolved solids 

Threatened and endangered species 

Total personal income 

Total suspended particulates 

Unit resource analysis 

U.S. Bureau of the Census 

U.S. Department of Agnculture 

U.S. Department of Commerce. Economics and Siatistics Administration 
US. Department of the Interior 

U.S. Geologic Survey 

Universal Soil Loss Equation 

Visual resource management 

Wyoming. Department of Commerce 

Wyoming. Department of Employment (formerly Employment Security Commis: 
sion) 

Wyoming. Department of Administration and Information 
Wyoming. Department of Education 

Wyoming. Department of Revenue and Taxation 

Wyoming. Employment Security Commission 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department 

Wyoming ambient ai quality standards 

Wyoming, Department of Administration and Fiscal Control 
Wyoming. Department of Health and Social Services 
Wyoming. Ori and Gas Conservation Commission 
Wyoming. Office of the State Inspector of Mines 














CHAPTER 1 
PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 


INTRODUCTION 


This is the final environmental impact statement (EIS) 
fer the proposed Newcastle Resource Management 
Pian (Proposed RMP). 


The draft EIS for the Newcastle RMP. published in 
March 1998. described the alternatives that were ana- 
lyzed for the planning area and the anticipated conse- 
quences of those alternatives. The draft EIS, and the 
public comments submitted on that document, provided 
the basis for developing this final EIS and the Proposed 
Newcastle RMP. 


This final EIS is a complete reprinting of the material 
presented in the draft EIS. it contains updated and 
revised chapter narratives, maps, tables, and appendi- 
ces. It should not be necessary to refer to the draft EIS 
in reviewing this final EIS. 


Information on changes in proposals presented in the 
draft. corrections of any erroneous material, and in some 
cases more recent data have been incorporated. For 
this chapter, three planning criteria have been added: 
biological diversity. leasable minerals potential, and wild 
and scenic rivers. None of these criteria caused any 
changes in the Preferred Alternative presented in the 
draft EIS. 


Table 2-1 in chapter 2 contains the proposed RMP 
which was developed by making minor adjustments to 
the Preferred Alternative. Chapter 3 contains additions 
and corrections to the “Socioeconomics’ section. Herd 
unit maps and big game populations have also been 
updated. Map 3-19, “Threatened or Endangered Spe- 
cies Habitat,’ in the draft has not been inciuded in this 
document. It was eliminated because the information 
was found not to be complete. The environmental 
consequences of the Proposed RMP are described 1 
chapter 4. Chapter 5 describes the consultation and 
coordination that has occurred since publishing the draft 
EIS as well as an updated “Preparers” section. Chapter 
5 also contains all comment letters received during the 
public comment period. transcripts of three public hear- 
ings, and BLM's responses to the comments 


The “References” section contains a few new refer. 
ences. The "Glossary of Terms’ and “Abbreviations” are 
included to help the reader. 


Appendix N, “Fire Management implementation Plan 
for the BLM-Administered Public Lands in the State of 
Wyoming.’ has been added as a result of a new planning 
policy that calls for Bureauwide consistency in fire man- 


agement and budgeting. Appendix H. “A Detailed Dis- 
cussion of Oil and Gas Activities and Processes in the 


Newcastle Resource Area’ and appendix |. “Reason- 
ably Foreseeable Development Scenario for Oil and 
Gas.” has been updated with more current information. 
Appendix M contains documentation covering the public 
participation that has occurred since publishing the 
second draft. 


The Proposed RMP considers the land use and 
resource management plans, programs, and policies of 
local and state governments, other federal agencies. 
and Native American tribes. When approved. the 
Newcastle RMP will be consistent with these to the 
extent possible. 


The BLM planning process for the development, 
approval, maintenance. and amendment or revision of 
RMPs was initiated under the authority of section 202/f) 
of the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 
(FLPMA) and section 202(c) of the National Environ- 
mental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The process is 
guided by BLM planning regulations in Title 43 of the 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR). part 1600 (43 CFR 
1600) and the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) 
regulations in 40 CFR 1500. 


The BLM 's planning process consists of three phases. 
In the first phase. an interdisciplinary planning team 
compiled and reviewed the current laws. regulations, 
policies, executive orders. and directives pertaining to 
the BLM-administered public lands and resources in the 
planning area. The Wyoming BLM State Director also 
provided guidance specific to the individual planning 
effort and the planning area. These requirements were 
followed in conducting the planning effort and preparing 
the draft and final EiSs. 


The BLM will establish overall land use and resource 
management, serving as the general management guid- 
ance for BLM-administered public land surface and 
BLM-administered mineral estate in the planning area 
Approval and publication of the Newcastle RMP repre- 
sents completion of the second phase of the planning 
process 


The last phase is activity planning. When compared 
to the RMP. activity planning results in site-specific and 
more detailed analyses and decisionmaking for imple- 
menting the general RMP decisions, addressing man- 
agement concerns in smaller geographical areas, and 
evaluating projects on a daily basis 


After completion. the Newcastle RMP wil! be kept 
current through minor maintenance or through amend: 
ments and revisions, as demands on public lands avd 
resources change. as the land and resource conditions 
change, or as new information is acquired. 
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PURPOSE AND NEED 


Currently, the management direction for the public 
lands administered by the BLM in the planning area is 
provided by the Newcastle Management Framework 
Pian (MFP) (USDI, BLM 1981). the decisions for a 
grazing EIS completed in 1984. and various site-specific 
activity plans. The purpose for developing the Newcastle 
RMP is to provide an updated. comprehensive. and 
environmentally adequate planning and management 
base tor the BLM-administered public lands and re- 
sources that is consistent with policy and management 
changes that have occurred since 1981 


The RMP is developed through an environmental 
analysis process which is documented in an EIS. The 
EIS describes the anticipated consequences of current 
management as well as alternatives to current manage- 
ment and their consequences. |t provides the basis for 
developing an RMP that resolves land use and resource 
issues associated with current management. 


Until the Newcastle RMP is completed. daily man 
agement decisions will continue to be based on the 
existing planning decision documents. The approved 
Newcastle RMP will supersede the existing MFP and 
other general planning decision documents for the plan 
ning area. 


DESCRIPTION OF THE 
PLANNING AREA 


Effective October 1, 1998. the BLM in Wyoming 
removed the middie layer from its management struc- 
ture. The four district offices and ten resource area 
offices were consolidated into ten “field” offices. The 
district and resource area offices that were colocated in 


Casper. Rawlins. Rock Springs. and Worland were 
merged into single field offices. The resource area 
offices in Newcastle. Buffalo, Cody. Lander, Pinedale. 
and Kemmerer were simply renamed “field offices.” The 
managers in each office are now referred to as field 


managers. 


The Newcastle Field Office of the BLM. U.S. Depart- 
ment of the interior (USDI), is responsible for managing 
all public lands in Crook, Niobrara. and Weston counties 
in northeast Wyoming (map 1-1). as well as al! pubic 
lands in Nebraska. As defined by the FLPMA. the “public 
lands” are those federally owned lands and interests in 
lands (for example, federally owned mineral estate) that 
are administered by the Secretary of the Interior, specifi- 
Cally through the BLM. The planning area for the public 
lands addressed in this document is only the Wyoming 
portion of the Newcastle field office administrative area. 
The public lands in Nebraska are covered under the 
Nebraska Resource Management Plan (USDI. BLM 
1992). 


Within the Newcastle RMP planning area (Crook. 
Niobrara. and Weston counties. Wyoming) there are 
varied and intermingled land surface ownerships and 
overlapping mineral ownerships. Therefore, the admin- 
istrative jurisdictions for land use planning and for man- 
aging the land surface and minerals are also varied. 
intermingled. and sometimes overlapping (split-estate). 
Table 1-1 contains a summary of the land surface and 
mineral ownership and administrative relationships for 
the area. Because of this situation. the approved 
Newcastle RMP will not include planning and manage- 
ment decisions for (1) lands or minerals within the 
planning area that are privately owned or owned by the 
state of Wyoming or local governments, or (2) those 
federally owned minerals within the planning area that 
are under federally owned land surface that is adminis- 
tered by other federal agencies 











PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 






































Omaha 





“Casper 
WYOMING "Seottabtu 
Cheyenne 6 
| NEBRASKA 
Map 1-1 


General Location 


3 




















PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 
TABLE 1-1 
LAND AND MINERAL OWNERSHIP IN THE WYOMING PORTION 
OF THE NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA’ 
Approximate 
Areas the Newcastle RMP Decisions Will Cover Acreage _ 
A Areas where the land surface and mineral esiate are both federally 291.168 
owned and are both administered by the BLM (Crook. 92.024: Niobrara. 124.085. 
Weston. 75.059) 
B. Areas where the land surface 1s federally owned and administered by 1.000 
the BLM and the mineral estate is owne~ and admunistered by private individuals 
the state of Wyoming. or local governments 
C. Areas where the land surface is owned and administered by private 1.407.698 
individuals. the state of Wyoming or local governments and the mineral estate is 
federally owned and administered by the BLM (Crook. 359.211: Niobrara. 622.237, 
Weston. 426.250) 
Total BLM-administered federal land surface to be covered by RMP decisions. 292,168 
Total BLM-administered federal mineral estate to be covered RMP decisions. 1,698 866 
Approximate 
Areas the Newcastle RMP Decisions Will NOT Cover Acreage 
D. Areas where the federal land surface is administered by the Forest 174.743 
Service (Black Hills National Forest) and the federal mineral estate is administered 
by the BLM 
E Areas where the federal land surface is administered by the Forest 228.627 
Service (Thunder Basin National Grassland) and the federal mineral estate is 
administered by the BLM 
F. Areas where the federal land surface 1s administered by the BOR and 6.863 
the federal mineral estate is administered by the BLM.e 
Total BLM-administered federal mineral estate that will NOT be covered 420.233 
by RMP decisions 
G. Areas where the land surface and minerals are both owned by private 2.452.473 
individuals, and the state of Wyoming or local governments: the BLM has no 
jurisdiction or administrative authority 
Total land surface in the Newcastie RMP planning area (all ownerships). 4,966,559 


For the purposes of the Newcastie RMP planning effort areas where one or more of the mineral resource Categornes are tederally owned 
will be addressed as if all minerals m the area were tederally owned Where mixed minerals ownerstp occurs (for example privately 
owned oF and gas overlapping with federally owned coal in the same area) minerals planning and management decisions in the final 
RMP will only pertain to the federally owned mvnerals 


in these areas the RMP will include planning and management decisions for both the federal land surtace and the federa! muneral estate 


in these areas. the RMP will include planning and management decisions for only the BLM admunstered federal land surtace While the 
federal surtace management decisions may have some effect on the ability to manage ard develop the nontederally Owned runerals 
the RMP planning and management decisions will not pertain to the nontederal mineral estate Al the same time surface and munerals 
management actions and development activites anticipated in these areas will be taken into account for purposes of curnulatrve wnpact 
analysis in the EIS for the Newcastle RMP 














PURPOSE OF AND NEED FOR THE ACTION 


"these areas the RMP will include planmung and management Lecrsions tor only the BLM adrunstered tederal mineral estate While 
the land and resource uses and values on the nontederal surtace will be taken m accourt and will affect develop’net of the teder al runeral 
planrwng and managemert decrsions these lederal muneral deorsions will no! pertarn to the state and privately owned land surtace At 
the same time surtace and rrunerais management actions and develop nent activites artcpaled in these areas will fe taken imo accoum™! 
tor purposes of cumulatrve impact analysis m the EIS for the Newcastie RIVP 


"in these areas. the land surtace plannwng and management decisions ave the responsiiity of these other tederal surtace management 
agencies Any BLM admunstratve responsibiities wittwn these areas (for example actions concerning the tederal mineral estate) ave 
handled case by Case and are guided by the other surtace management agences poles procedures and plans Thus the Newcastle 
RMP will not include planrung and management decrs:ons tor the tederal munerals rm these areas At the same tne surface and munerals 
management actions and development actrvthes antopated mn these areas will be (aken nto accourt tor purposes of cumnulatrve impact 


analysis mm the EIS tor the Newcastle RMP 





in accordance with a memorandum of understanding 
between the BLM and the Bureau of Reclamation (BOR). 
the BLM carnes oul some management activities on 
federal lands withdrawn for purposes of the BOR. It is 
important to note. however, that the admunistrative juris- 
diction for these lands. including decisionmaking for 
land use plannina and management. hes with the BOR 
and not with the BLM. 


The Newcastle RMP will not include any planning and 
management decisions for areas where the land surtace 
and minerals are both privately owned or owned by the 


state of Wyoming or local governments 


PLANNING ISSUES AND 
PLANNING CRITERIA 


Planning Issues Identified 


Issue identification is the first step of the nine-step 
BLM planning process. The planning process is illus- 
trated on figure 1-1 and described in appendix D. Plan. 
ning issues are determined from public demands. and 
concerns, conflicts. or problems regarding the use or 
management of the public lands and resources. These 
are uSually expressed in terms of the effects that some 
land and resource uses have on other land and resource 
uses or resource values. The following planning issues 
were identified through public scoping and BLM's analy. 
sis of existing management in the Newcastle planning 


issue A: Retention or Disposal of Public 
Lands 


The scattered, isolated public land surface ownership 
pattern in the planning area is the direct result of several 
decades of congressionally mandated transter of fed. 
eral landownership into private ownership. (Please see 
the “Surface Ownership” map in the back pocket.) Be- 
fore passage of the Classification and Multiple Use 
(C&MU) Act in 1964. the primary role of the BLM was as 
the federal government s interim landiord for the public 


lands unt the lands could be transferred into private 
ownership and be ‘settled The BLM-administered 
public lands remaining today are either those that “no 
one wanted. were overlooked. were odd-shaped and 
small survey remnants. or were in some way encum- 
bered trom clear title transfer of ownership (for example. 
litigation of land surveys and ownership). in 1976, the 
FLPMA substantially changed the way that BLM-admin- 
istered public lands were to be managed. especially in 
the area of public land disposal 


The FLPMA. BLM's organic act. provided (for the first 
time) for retention of the public lands in federal owner. 
ship and thew management by the BLM in an environ- 
mentally acceptable manner using the principles of 
multiple use and sustained yield of the lands and re 
sources. While transfer of public lands into private 
ownership was no longer a primary objective. it was still 
open to consideration and would be appropriate where 
supported by land use planning and environmenta! 
analysis and a determination that it would be in the prec 
imterest 


Management of the scattered and isolated parcels of 
BLM-admunstered public lands in the planning area is 
difficult because of thei small size and the lack of access 
to many parcels. Management objectives of adjacent 
private landowners often differ trom those of the BLM. 
which also makes managing these public lands difficult 


issue B: Surface Disturbance 


Concerns expressed by rumerous entities regarding 
surtace disturbance include where it occurs. what kind 
occurs. how much occurs. how the BLM is mitigating it. 
and the reclamation being done after it occurs. Surface 
disturbance on public land requires complex evaluation 
and a complex management approach While the BLM 
needs to provide for the development and use of re- 
sources on the public lands (such as minerals develop- 
ment and livestock grazing). t also needs to provide for 
the protection and use of cultural resources. wildiile 
habitat. and other valves 
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* Public Participation Opportunites 


Figure 1-1 
Steps in the Resource Management 
Planning Process 
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issue C: Special Management Area 
Designations 


The BLM identifies and designates public lands as 


SRMA are examples of this type of designation Several 
comments and concerns suggested that designation of 
the Whoopup Canyon ACEC and the Stateline SRMA 
would restrict the use of these areas. 


Some BLM-administered public lands also contain 
hazardous substances. such as high concenirations of 
hydrogen sulfide gas (H_S). which require special man- 
agement attention (Onshore Oil and Gas Order No. 6). 


issue D: Control of Prairie Dogs on BLM- 
administered Public Lands 


Concerns were expressed that BLM wouid not allow 
control of prairie dogs on BLM-admuinistered public land 


it is important to note that BLM is not refusing to deal 
with the control of prairie dogs on BLM-admunistered 
public lands should thew numbers increase to pest 
proportion. if the situation is determined to be a threat 
to humen health and safety. % damaging to natural 
resources. BLM will implement procedures to diminish 
the number of prairie dogs on public lands and alleviate 
any problems created by their escalating population. 
BLM will coordinate efforts with other federal authorities. 
and with the state and local authorities. to implement 
safe and effective control measures when necessary 
BLM is cognizant of its dual role with the state as 
guardians of wildiite and wildiite habitat and will continue 
tc seek New opportunities to foster a ‘good neighbor 
policy with the state. Prairie dogs and thei towns are an 
important component of the prairie ecosystem and are 
valuable in providing habitat ard a food sources tor a 
number of wildlife species. many of which are species of 


While BLM would not consider total eradicaticn of 
prairie dogs from BLM- administered public land surtace. 
resource damage would be documented by BLM per. 
sonnel when reported by the grazing lessee. adjacent 
landowners. or other interests. This could include re. 
source damage occurring on private or state lands from 
prairie dog towns located on BLM-administered public 
lands. The BLM will continue to annually review with 
Animal Plant Health inspection Service. Wildlife Ser. 
vices (APHIS/WS). thew annual wildlife damage man- 
agement plans for animal Gamage control activities on 
public lands. Areas where proposed animal damage 
control activites on BLM-administered public land sur- 
face (all or specific methods) are not compatible with 
BLM planning and management objectives or prescrip- 


tons for other resource activites and uses will be 
identihed on a case-by-case basis. and APHIS/WS will 
be requested to amend or adjust proposed animal 
darrage Control actrvites accordingly. Hurnan health 
and satety determinations would be made by the Wyo- 
ming Department of Health or by officers of the US 
Centers for Disease Control. 


Planning Criteria 

Planning criteria are the conditions and guidelines or 
parameters for conducting the planning effort. for pre- 
paring the draft and final ElSs for the RMP. and for 
developing the approved RMP_ The planning criteria 
serve to: 


1. ensure that the planning effort is focused on the 
iSSues. follows and incorporates iegal requirements. 
addresses management of al' public land resources 
anc land user in the planning area. and that plan 
preparation is accomplished efficiently : 


2. Wentity the scope and parameters of the planning 
effort for the decision maker. the interdisciplinary 


3. inform the public of what should and should not be 
expected from the RMP. including identification of 
any planning issues that are not ready for decision- 
making in the RMP and that will be addressed only 


tnrough subsequent planning efforts 


Piannwng criteria are based on standards prescr.bed 
by laws and regulations: guidance provided by the BLM 
Wyomung State Director: the results of consultation and 
coordination with the public. other agencies. govern. 
mental entities. and Indian tribes: analysis of information 
pertinent to the planning area: public input: and. profes. 
sional judgment. The general planning process de- 
scribed in appendix D has been developed to help focus 
the oreparation of planning and management alterna- 
tives and the aralysis of their impacts. and to guide 
selection of the Preferred Alternative and Proposed 
RMP. Additional planning criteria may be identified as 
the planning process progresses 


Criteria for Use of Mitigation Guidelines 


The Wyoming BLM has developed “mitigation guide. 
ines for use in determining the types and levels of 
mitigation needed to protect important resources trom 
actions involving surface-dinturbing and other human- 
presence disturbance or cisruptive activities. These 
guidelines are used in the IMP process for (1) develop- 
ing the alternatives for the EIS and analyzing the impacts 
of the alternatives: and (2) as part of the planning criteria 
for developing the alternatives and for determining miti- 
gation requirements to be included in the approved 
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AMP. The ‘Wyoming BLM Mitigation Guidelines for 
Surtace-disturbing and Disruptive Activities’ are de- 
tailed in appendux E. whch also contams further informa- 
hon on how they are used in the RMP process. 


Mitigation requirements (including restrictions On sur- 
face sccupancy and or surface activity and use) are 
appled as conditions of land and resource use for the 
following reasons (a) to protect important cultural 
resources. recreational values. and wildife resources 
including T&E and candidate species): (b) to munimize 
soil movement on slopes: (Cc) to minwmize Gisturbance of 
vegetation in sensmwe areas Such as wetland riparian 
areas. of id) to protect visual resources and historic 
traits 


As appropriate. surtace disturbing activities would be 
Subject to one or more of the mitigation requirements 
exemplified in the misgation guidelines. On lands where 
the federal surface is administered by other agencies 
and the federal mineral estate is administered by the 
BLM. the Wyoming BLM mitigation guidelines wovid 
only be applied where the surface managing agency has 
not developed other surface protection mitigative mea- 
sures or stipulations that are needed. The mitigation 
guidelines would be applied to land surface areas that 
are privately owned or owned by the state of Wyoming 
or local governments only w cases where those lands 
overlay BLM- administered federal minerals and only in 
situations where the mineral actions authorized by the 
BLM could (a) cause adverse on-site or off-site effects 
on T&E or candidate species or on cultural resource 
values: or (b) Cause adversc on-site or off-site effects on 
any resource values on any cther lands 


Mitigation requirements ultimately included in the 
approved RMP. that are developed through the use of 
the mitigation guidelines. could later be waived, mod:- 
fied, excepted. or combined with other conditions of 
rescurce use. Circumstances which would warrant 
these changes are as follows: (a) aS aresult of address. 
ing situations beyond the analysis level of the EIS (for 
example. development and analysis of an activity plan or 
a site-specific project proposal): (b) if the conditions that 
Originally warranted a restriction (such as the presence 
of an active raptor ¢ est) No longer exist: or. (c) if the 
location of a oroposed activity or use were to be moved 
to avoid such conditions. Conversely. mitigation re- 
Quirements that are not identified in the approved RMP 
could be applied to address ©:atons or resource 


values either not present or’ ed at the time the 
RMP wasdeveloped. butt’... lateridentified through 
site-specific investigatir example where mitiga- 
tion requirements migt used Could be on a newly 


discovered raptor nest or newly identified cultural re- 
sources. Addition or modification of mitigation require- 
ments generally would be allowed as long as modified 


conditions of use Gid not prohibi the exercise of vai 
existing nghts 


Criteria for Coal Screening Process 


The coal screening process (including application of 
the coal unsuitability criteria) under 43 CFR 3461 will noi 
be conducted for the planning effor!. Any interest in coal 
exploration for or ‘easing of federal coal will be handied 
on a case-by-case basis. If an application for a federal 
Coal lease 1s received sometime in the future. an appro- 
priate land use and environmental analysis will be con- 
Gucted (which will include conducting the coal screening 
process). to determine whether or not the federal coal 
areas applied for are acceptable for development and 
leasing consideration. The RMP will be amended as 
necessary. To date. there has been no interest ex- 
pressed to the BLM for leasing and development of 
federa' coal in the planning area. 


Criteria for Healthy Rangelands 


The Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guide- 
nes for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands 
Administered by the Bureau of Land Management in the 
State of Wyoming (S&Gs) were approved by the Secre- 
tary of the interior on August 12. 1997. They have been 
included in this document as appendix F. The Secretary 
of the interior approved the Wyoming BLM S&Gs to aid 
in acheving the four fundamentals of rangeland health 
outlined in the grazing regulations (43 CFR 4180.1). 
These four fundamentals are: (1) watersheds are func. 
toning properly: (2) water, nutnents. and energy are 
cycling properly: (3) water quality meets state stan. 
dards: and, (4) habitat for special status species is 
protected. The standards apply to all resource uses on 
public lands while the guidelines apply specifically to 
livestock grazing practices. The S&Gs are used to aid 
in developing alternatives for the EIS and in considering 
appropriate management actions necessary to imple. 
ment the S&Gs. 


As appropriate. management objectives and actions 
described for each alternative addressed in the EIS 
would generally be subject to all of the standards. in 
addition. the livestock grazing management objectives 
and actions for each of the alternatives would be subject 
to both the standards and the guidelines. Therefore. 
actions to implement the S&Gs (including mitigation 
measures) in the planning area are described in the 
descriptions for each alternative. Because the S&Gs 
provide policy guidance (first phase of the BLM planning 
process) they apply to all alternatives. However, the 
intensity of objectives and actions to implement the 
S&Gs may vary by alternative. Additional site specific 
actions to implement the S&Gs will be developed on a 
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case-by-case basis through site-specific actrvity pian- 
mung (thed phase of fe planning process). 


Criteria for Special Situations 


Biological Diversity. Biological diversity is the vanety 
of We and as processes. Although vastly complex, 4 
includes some measurable Grstinctions like genetic Gif- 
associations of species within each other and their 
environmnts. and the patierns and linkages of these 
biological communities across geograpical areas (Key- 
stone Center 1991). 


and information sharing are needed for understanding 
the elements of biological Giversity that exist in the 
Newcastle planning area There is a need to entity 
biologically Giverse areas and conserve thew nchness of 
native plant and arwmal species. The FLPMA mandates 
inventory of the public lands and the use of inventones 
in management. According to the Keystone Center. 
BLM's multiple-use management of public lands pro- 
motes biological diversity because. under ths manage- 
ment. a variety of ecologic stages of habitat are devel 
Oped and mantained. each with its particular plant and 
animal community. Also. the vanety of landscapes and 
habitat types making up the public lands provides natu. 
rally for biological Grversity. 


BLM policy requires that habitats be managed with 
emphasis on biological communites and natural sys- 
tems to ensure sell-sustarnng populations and an abun. 
dance and diversity of wildiite. fish. and plant resources 
on the public lands: and. that rare. vulnerable and 
representative habitats. plant and anirnal communites. 
and natural systems be conserved. 


Hydrocarbon Potential. As an ard in developing alter 
natives for this EIS. special criteria were developed 
relative to the leasing and development of carbon based 
munerais (oi and gas). Using available geologic intor. 
mation, reports of past production. and information from 
the minerals industry. the Newcastle Field Office was 
divided into regions of high. moderate. and low potential 
for the occurrence and development potential of hydro- 
carbons. The estimates of oi and gas exploration and 
development activity presented under each alternative 
in table 2-1 (in chapter 2) were developed from analysis 
of past activity and production Because they are 
general. these occurrence and development potential 
Classifications and production estrmates are appropriate 
for planning purposes. bul they are not appropriate for. 
nor are they intended to predict. future specific activity or 
the specific locations of new Grscovenes 


Leasable Minerals Potential. The Newcastle planning 
area has trom low to high potential for the occurrence 


and development of ol and gas. low potential for the 
occurrence and Geveloprrent of coal and low potential 
for development of coal bed methane. unknown poten- 
tial for geotermal energy: and nngh occurrence poten- 
hal but low development potential for tar sands. informa- 
tion on muneral occurrence potential and records of past 
munerals activibes were uSed to estymate what types and 
amounts of future muneral development would take 
piace in the planrung area Estimates of reasonably 
foreseeable mineral Gevelopment were used to aid in 
the analysis of environmental consequences Although 
exploration for leasable munerals could involve all of 
these resources. production during the analysis period 
for thus EiS (15 years) «s anticipated primarily for ol and 
gas. 

Locatabie Minerals Potential. Special critena were 
Geveloped relatrve to the potential for occurrence and 
development of locatable munerals such as urarwum and 
bentonite Areas of hugh. moderate. and low potential 
were derived to faciitate analysis of the effects that the 
variety of other land and resource uses and manage- 
ment actions would have on locatable minerals develop- 
ment. This evaluation rs only based on a representative 
analysis by inference and does not imply that there may 
Or May Not be other. undrscovered locatable minerals of 
economic value in the Newcastle RMP planning area. 


Areas with high potential for the occurrence of locat- 
able minerals include areas with current or past mining 
activity and areas where muneral occurrence has been 
proven trom past exploration activites. such as strati- 
grapiuc test holes. Areas with moderate potential have 
geologic formations know?n to include locatable minerals 
and where existing or previous minwng Clays have been 
lo ated. Low potential areas have no geologica! forma- 
tions known to contamn munerais of interest 


Withdrawals and Classifications. Under sections 
202(d) and 204(!) of the FLPMA, any classification or 
withdrawal on BLM. adrrwnistered public land 1s subject 
tO penodic review to Getermine whether or not if is 
serving its intended purpose and is stili needed These 
reviews Can be Conducted during the land use planning 
process This may result in some classifications and 
withdrawals beng Modrted or terminated and the man- 
agement direction for the areas involved are also up- 
dated or developed im the course of completing the 
planning process. The criteria for conducting these 
reviews in the course of the Newcastle RMP planning 
effort are presented below 


Withdrawals Under Other Agency Jurisdiction. The 
withdrawal review requirement of the FLPMA has not yet 
been completed on those federal lands withdrawn for 
purposes of other federal agencies (for example. those 
under the jurisuiction of the National Park Service [NPS]). 


// 
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For the pu"poses of the EIS for the Newcastle RMP. « 
must be assume that thes will continue to be the case. 
3nd that the planning and management authormes for 
these lands will remain with those agencies 


The Newcastle RMP will not include any plannng 0: 
management Gecisions for either the federal land sur- 
tace or federal munerais wittun the adrmunustrative bound- 
anes of such agencies. These lands were considered mn 
conducting the environrnental analysis for the EIS for the 
Newcastie RMP in terms of cumulative impacts and im 
terms of how they may be affected by management im 
the planning area or vice versa 


Withdrawals and Classifications Under BLM Juris- 
diction. Where the review of withdrawais and classii- 
cations on any lands under BLM jurisdiction results in 
Getermunwng that any part of the withdrawals or classifi- 
Cations are no longer serving thew imtended purposes 
and are to be termunated. the planning and management 
decisions for the affected areas will also be reviewed to 
determine it and how the management of the involved 
lands should change. This latter review is done as an 
imegral part of the environmental analysis process to 
establish any needed changes in the management of 
the involved lands before the existing withdrawals or 
Classifications are terminated. and includes consider- 
ation of whether or not new withdrawals or classifica. 
tons. for other purposes. should be placed on any of the 
lands in question 


10 


For purposes of providing an adequate comparison of 
impact analyses in the EIS. under Alternaove A (the "Nr 
Action Alternative). all excstrng withdrawals and classi- 
hcabons and thew segregatrve effects are assumed to 
continue in effect. The other alternates will address 
vanous Changes in management for the areas where 
termination of withcrawais or class#ications under BLM 
junisGiction are being Considered. 


Wilderness and Wild Horse Management. Wider. 
ness management and wild horse management wil not 
be addressed in the Newcastie RMP planning effort. 
There are no wilderness areas or wilderness study 
areas on BLM-admuinistered public lands in the planning 
area. in addition. there have been no other areas with 
wilderness Characteristics Wentifed on public lands in 
the planning area There are no known wild horses or 
wild horse herd management areas in the planning area 


Wild and Scenic Rivers. in the course of conducting 
the planning effort public lands along all waterways in 
the planning area were reviewed to determine ther 
eligibility to be Considered for mnciusion in the National 
Wild and Scenic Rivers System. No public lands were 
found to meet the eligibility criteria. Appendix C de- 
scribes the review process and the specific criteria that 
were used 

















CHAPTER 2 


DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE 
PROPOSED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


INTRODUCTION 


The basic goal in formulating alternat:ves for an EIS 
IS to identify Combmnations of management practices for 
and uses of the public lands and resources that would 
resolve the planning issues. Each alternative is to 
represent a complete and reasonable interdisciplinary 
(or multiple use) land use plan to guide future manage- 
ment of the public lands and resources in the planning 
area One alternative. the No Action Alternative. repre- 
seris the continuation of present management. The 
other alternatives provide a range of choices for solving 
problems associated with present management. Prob- 
lems with present management are identified through 
scoping and issue identification for the planning pro- 
cess. which includes public involvement. 


Analysis of pacts that would be associated with the 
alternatives is required by BLM planning regulations and 
the NEPA-based CEO regulations. Comparison of the 
Gifferences among the alternatives is also required. 
Based on this comparative analysis. BLM develops and 
also analyzes the Proposed RMP 

Thus chapter presents four alternative resource man- 
agement plans. including the Proposed RMP. for man- 
aging the public lands and resources in the Newcastle 
RMP planning area. 

Alternative A. the “No Action’ Alternative. would con- 
tinue present management practices on the basis of 
existing land use plans and other management decision 
documents. The other alternatives suggest different 
combinations of emphasis for management of the vari- 
ous resources and land uses on the BLM-admunistered 
public lands on the basis of needs. opportunities. and 
public demand. Of the four alternatives. the BLM be- 
heves the Proposed RMP. which was developed by 
combining parts of alternatives A.B. and C. and incorpo- 
rating public input. provides the best balance of produc- 
on OF Commodity uses with protection of the environ- 
ment 


Under the Proposed RMP. management emphasis 
would be generally onented toward managing the BLM. 
admunstered public lands for conservation of natural 
resources. providing for and sustaining the biodiversity 
(diversity of plant and animal species) in the planning 
area, and enhancing and sustaining the viability of 
ecosystems that occur in the planning area. Known 
areas of species Giversity richness in the planning area 
include riparian. stream and drainage areas. and the 
transition areas between physiographic zones along the 
edges of the Black Hills. Under the Proposed AMP. 
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management in these areas would be directed toward 
maintaining those Giverse values. in general. vegetatrve 
resources would be managed to provide and maritan 
appropriate habitat for vertebrate and nonvertebrate — 
species Of wildine in some parts of the planning area. 
when conflicts with those values exist in other parts of 
the planning area. Under the Proposed RMP. a concept 
of comprehensive ecosystem management would be 
practiced to ensure that man's use of the BLIM-admunis- 
tered public lands and the development and enjoyment 
of resource products and values they contain would be 
provided in ways that sustain healtty and productive 
ecosystems for future generations 

Future studies must be conducted to determine bound- 
anes of ecoregions and ecosystems that involve part or 
all of the planning area. to determine goals and objec 
tives for managing ecoregions and ecosystems. and to 
Getermine various Management actions that may be 
undertaken on the BLM-admunistered public lands to 
help achieve those objectives. These studies and 
determinations will be part of the activity planning arid 
management implementation aspects following approval 
of the Newcastle RMP. if necessary. the RMP would 
also be amended in the process. 


OTHER MANAGEMENT 
OPTIONS CONSIDERED BUT 
ELIMINATED FROM DETAILED 
ANALYSIS 


Several possible resource management options were 
identified by members of the interdiscipinary team dur. 
ing the planning process. Some of these options were 
not carried forward for ceialled analysis because they 
were unreasonable or not viable because of technica’ 
legal. or other constraints. Each of these options «s 


presented below 


Livestock Grazing Options 


A tull range of management options was presented 
and analyzed in the Newcastle Resource Area Grazing 
EIS (USD! BLM 1983): therefore. that analysis will not 
be repeated here The approved decisions for the 
grazing EIS have been incorporated into ths EIS tor the 
RMP 


The elimination of livestock grazing from all publc 
lands in the planning area was considered as a possible 
method of resolving some of the planning questions 
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DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES, 
INCLUDING THE PROPOSE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


re ated to vegetative resources. However, on the basis 
of ¢. aluaton by the interdisciplinary team, the “no graz- 
no iernatwe was elyminated from detailed study for 
the to lowing reasons 


R.source conditions. imciuding range vegetation. 
wa'ershed. and wildlife habitat do not warrant a prohibi- 
tien of lwestock grazing throughout the planning area. 
However. reduction or elimination of livestock grazing 

Hay Ge Necessary in specific situations where livestock 
grazv 3 would significantly Conflict with other manage- 
mer objectives. Such decisions. which would be deter- 
mined dunng actvity planning. would be based on the 
‘esu'ts of monitoring and studies. among other factors. 


Pudlic Comments received during the scoping pro- 
cess ond Guning preparation of the draft EIS indicated a 
gene ai acceptance of iwestock grazing on the public 
arus. provided such grazing 1s properly managed. 
Pecause of the fragmented landownership pattern and 
thee JOMNatina private land surface ownership in the 
plang area. ether exchanges to “block up’ public 
lands would be required or extensive fencing would be 
needvd to exclude livestock from public lands. It is 
tou ottul chat enough exchanges with private landown- 
os could be accomplished to sufficiently “block up” 
puvlic ands The amount of fencing needed to exclude 
livesirck from the public lands would be economically 
untea ble. would excessively restrict wildlife move- 
men’ and wou'd further restrict public access 


Etimination of Timber Harvesting 


£. wnaton of all ymber harvesting on public lands in 
‘he pl. inning area was considered. However, the 25.300 
acre® ot forestlands capable of sustaining forest produc- 
tio’ need to be harvested over time to maintain a 
neathy. vigorous forest ecosystem. Because fire and. 
lo er extent. disease have been eliminated by human 
ifiue: ce. the harvesting of forest products helps sustain 
the ecviogical processes that maintain the healthy con- 
dao of the forest. Further. there is sufficient local 
emi*nd to warrant continued commercial forest har- 
ves’ Not harvesting forest products would be contrary 
in the BLM forest management policy 


Elimination of Mineral Leasing and 
Mineral Material Sales 


Cine option considered was closing the planning area 
to federal mineral leasing and sale of federal mineral 
matenais, such as sand and gravel. This option was 
dropped from further analysis because it is unrealistic. 
The leasing and sale of federal minerals and mineral 
materials are discretionary actions and within BLM's 
authority and responsibility to determine where they 
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may occur and the conditions under which the minerals 
and materials may be explored and developed. in 
addition, this option would be directiy Contrary to the 
BLM's multiple use directives in FLPMA and would not 
be in the best national interest. 


Elimination of Restrictive or 
Protective Stipulations from 
Development and Surface- 
disturbing Activities 


This alternative was not analyzed in detail because it 
Could not provide the minimum environmental protec- 
tion requirements of law. 


Elimination of Oil and Gas Leasing 
in Areas With High Hydrogen 
Sulfide Potential 


This option was considered to protect human health 
and safety in an area of Niobrara County that contains as 
much as 55% hydrogen sulfide (map 3-8 in chapter 3). 
Two proposals were identified: 1) to close the area to 
leasing. and 2) to allow leasing in the area. but restrict 
Grilling to zones above the hydrogen sulfide-bearing 
formations. This option was not analyzed in detail 
because hydrogen sulfide mitigation procedures. de- 
scribed in Onshore Oil and Gas Order Number Six and 
appropriate state of Wyoming regulations. are consid- 
ered adequate to protect the public health and safety 
More detailed information on hydrogen sulfide can be 
found in chapter 3 in the “Geologic Hazards” section. 


Restriction of Development or 
Activity in Areas Containing High 
Amounts of Selenium 


Selenium in potentially toxic amounts may be present 
in a northwest to southeast band across the planning 
area. In addition. selenium indicator plants are present 
in the Newcastle planning area. No indication of sele- 
nium-related problems due to inhalation or ingestion of 
this mineral have been identified by grazing lessees. the 
mineral industry, the general public, or other federal 
agencies. Selenium levels may become hazardous in 
reservoirs that operate as closed systems in soils con- 
taining selenium, especially in soils carived trom Creta- 
ceous shales. It has been determined that no restrictive 
action is appropriate at this time. If new information 
becomes available. public land users will be notified of 
the potential hazard. More detailed information on 
selenium can be found in chapter 3 in the “Geologic 
Hazards’ section. 

















DESCRIPTION OF THE ALTERNATIVES, 
INCLUDING THE PROPOSE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


ALTERNATIVES ANALYZED IN 
DETAIL 


Table 2-1 is a comparative summary of alternative 
resource management plans, including BLM's Proposed 
RMP for managing the public lands and resources in the 
Newcastle planning area. Alternative A, the “No Action” 
Alternative. would continue present management prac- 
tices on the basis of existing land use plans and other 
management decision documents. The other alterna- 
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tives suggest different combinations of emphasis for 
management of the various resources and lands uses 
on the BLM-administered public lands on the basis of 
needs, opportunities. and public demand. While Alter- 
native C may be considered the environmentally pre- 
ferred alternative. BLM believes the Proposed RMP. 
which was developed by combining parts of alternatives 
A. B. and C. provides the best balance of production or 
commodity uses with protection of the environment. The 
environmental consequences (impacts) of the alterna- 
tives are summarized in chapter 4 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





Proposed Resource Current Management 
Management Pian Alternative A | Alternative B Alternative C 


AIR QUALITY MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGEMENT Maintain or enhance aw quality. 
protect public health and safety 
and sensitive natural resources. 
and murumize emiss/ons that could 
resuill in acid rain, wolathons of a 
Quality standards. or reduced 
visibility. (Also see appendix F ) 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Ai Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
BLM. administered public lands 
would be managed to maintain the 
a Quality at the current prevention 
of significant deterioration (PSD) 
Class li standard BLM-initated or 
authonzed actions. such as the 
use of prescribed fire. would avon 
violation of Wyoming and national 
a Quality standards 











a 





Requirements would be applied to | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP. Same as Proposed RMP 
authorized actions and activites 
on a case-by-case basis to avon 
air Quality problems. Requirements 
Could include limiting emissions 
resinicied spacing of proyect loca 
tons. and controlling dust trom 
surface disturbing activities 





BLM would coordinate with Wyo Same as Proposed RMP : Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
ming Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) and the Environ 
mental Protection Agency (EPA) 
on aw Quality standards and reg 
ulations as needed 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





AIR QUALITY BLM would coordinate and coop- Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 





MANAGEMENT erate with other federal and state 
(continued) agencies in monitoring and collect- 
ing aw Quality data 
CULTURAL MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES Protect. preserve, interpret. and 


(all public land manage significant cultural re 
interests only) sources: manage cultural re- 
sources for information potential. 
public and educational values, and 
conservation 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Data | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
would be collected on the nature 
and condition of significant cultural 
sites on public lands. Site protec 
on measures would be initiated 
for significant sites as needed 
Cultural resource project plans 
would be developed for the more 
sensitive sites 





Si 





| Sites listed on the National Regis Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
ter of Historic Places (NRHP) 

would be appropriately protected 
Investigations of violations of the 
Aichaeological Resources Protec 
tion Act would be conducted 





Site-specific inventones for cultural | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
resources would be required be 
fore the start of surface-disturbing 
activites. Adverse effects on sig 
nificamt resources would be mit) 
gated, or the resources them 
selves would be avoided by 
surface -arsturhing activites 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Proposed Resource 

Management Pian 
The BLM would cooperate with 
other agencies and private land 
owners to entity and interpret 
hstonc tras 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Areas within ‘« mile or the visual 
honzon, whichever is Closer, of 
signiicamt segments of histonc 
trails that are listed on the NRHP. 
of that are eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. would be avoidance areas 
for surtace-drsturbing activites 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RVP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





As appropriate, specific sites on 
public lands would be managed 
for thew traditional Native Amer 
Can cultural valves 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Surface disturbing and disruptive 
activities associated with con 
structing and using imerpretive 
sites and facilities would be sub 
ject to appropriate mitigation mea 
sures (appendix E) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








FIRE MANAGEMENT 
(public land surface 
only) 





MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: [o 
cost effectively protect Ife. prop 
erty. and resource values from 
wildtire and to use prescribed fire 
to actveve multiple use manage 
ment goals. (Also see appendixes 
F and N) 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 





Summary of Alternatives, including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Proposed Resource 
Management Pian 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: F res 
nm untied Suppression areas would 
be monitored to ensure they do 

not threaten state or private lands 
property. od and gas feids. mpor! 
am mparnan habdat. or human ite 


Current Management 
Alternative A 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Alternative B 
Same as Proposed RMP 


Alternative C 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Full suppression would be used on 
tres endangering human ile or 
that spread to wittun '. mile of 
State or private lands. property. oW 
and gas feids. and important 
mpanan habidat 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Some methods of suppression 
would be restricted in sensitive 
areas. This may imciude. but 
would not be lmted to. restricting 
heavy equipment on cultural or 
hstonc sites (for example. Whoop 
up Canyon) All widtres wouid be 
evaluated to Getermune the need 
for rehabiidation or restoration 
measures 


There would be no restrictions 
on suppression methods 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Restoration of burned areas would 
be by natural Succession unless a 
special need 1s dented to pre 
vent further resource damage 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Restoration of burned areas 
would emphasize establishing 
vegetative cover to prevent 
erosion and to encourage 
Cceswed plant species 


Restoration of burned areas 
would be designed to actweve 
a plant community tailored to 
the anticipated uses of the 
area 








Prescribed burning would be used 
as a resource Management too! 
on public land surface Activity 
plans would be prepared to ad 
Gress speciic applications in ac 
cordance with multiple use re 
source management objectives 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Prescribed burning would not 


be used as a Management 
tool 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 














Fire bne construction would be No similar action Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
pre sains ys a avoided ¢ natural fwe breaks could 
land surtace only) be used 

Using bulidozers in npanan and Using bulidozers im npanan Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 

wetland areas. areas of significant | and wetiand areas. areas of 

Cultural resouces or hustonc traits. | significant cultural resouces or 

and im important widide burthwng tustonc trails. and m mmportant 

areas would generally be pro wiidite berttwng areas would be 

hibted Getermined on a case-by-case 

basis 

Fwe retardant Grops by aw tankers | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 

would be protwbited wittwn 200 feet 

of water 

Prescribed burning would be con Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


Gucted so that the Class |! air 
Quality standard would be main 
tained A Wyorwng DEO permit 
would be required before any pre 
scribed burning is done Smoke 
and pollution would be munmized 
as described in the Smoke Man 
agement Guidebook (USDI. BLM 
1985) 











Use of fire for disposal of siash 
and residue from twnber sales and 
trennwng actrvites would be al 
lowed when necessary to reduce 
the danger of wildfire and to re 
duce the volume of slash and 
debris or hazardous fue! leve's in 
an area 





Same as Proposed RMP 





As a general rule. tre would be 
used for d:sposai of slash and 
debris from tober sale and 
trunnwng areas 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 








Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








lands available tor management of 
forest products (11.935 acres) 
would be managed by implement 
INQ SOUND siviCultural actryes 
that include two. or three-cut 
shetierwood harvest! commercial 
and precommercial thunrwngs 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


| Same as Proposed RMP 








The maumum aliowable harvest 
level would be set al 4.7 milion 
board feet (mmf) per decade 
Twnber would be harvested on an 
eventiow bass 





Same as Proposed RMP 


The masxmum allowable trnber 
harvest would be set at 13 9 
mntt the frst decade. 9 7 
mrnbt the second and thud 
decades. then dramatic de 
Chines in the next four decades 


Same as Proposed RMP 











— ————— 
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Road construction for harvesting 
tember or for conducting forest 
management practices would be 
prohibited on slopes greater than 
25%, unless site-specific environ 
mental analyses demonstrate thal 
adverse effects can be mitigated 
or avoided 


Table 2-1 








Skidder-type yarding would be 
prohibited on slopes greater than 
45%. Other logging operations on 
slopes steeper than 45% would be 
limited to technically, environment- 
ally acceptable methods such as 


cable yarding 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Management of forest products on 
approximately 3.864 acres would 
be limited because of slope re- 
Stnctions of inaccessibility for 
mechanical harvest methods that 
include two- and three-cul shelter. 
wood harvest, commercial, and 
precommercial thinnings 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Management of forest products 
on approximately 3.864 acres 
would implement silvicultural 
activites that include two- and 
three-cul shelter-wood harvest. 
commercial, and precommer. 
cial thinnings and would not be 
buted because of slope re- 
strictions 


Same as Proposed RMP 


— 





About 9.084 acres would be made 
available for forest products har 
vest only when tailored specifically 
to benefit other identified resource 
values 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











About 417 acres of forestiands are 
not available for management ol 
tember products due to unique 
riparian areas 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Roads and landings developed for 


forest products removal would be 
rehabilitated unless it was deter- 
mined that they were useful for 


other management purposes. 


Table 2-1 


Same as Proposed RMP. 





Same as Proposed RMP. 








About 600 acres of timber stand 
improvement and precommercial 
thinning would be conducted per 
decade 


Same as Proposed RMP. 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP. 





To maintain biodiversity and the 
old growth component of the forest 
ecosysiem, forested areas on pub- 
lic lands would be managed to 
maintain approximately 5% old 
growth 


Old growth components of the 
forest ecosystem on public 
lands would not be maintained 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Minor forest products (firewood. 
posts, poles. Christmas trees, and 
other minor products) would be 
made available on a demand 
basis 


Same as Proposed RMP. 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Surtace-disturbing and disruptive 
activives associated with all types 
of forest management practices 
would be subject to appropriate 
mitigation measures (appendix E) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








GEOLOGY AND 
MINERAL 
RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 
(BLM-administered 
federal minerals) 


General 





MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 
Maintain or enhance opportunities 
for mineral exploration and devel- 
opment while maintaining other 
resource values. (Also see ap- 
pendix F) 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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(continued) 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: 
Surtace-disturbing and disruptive 
activites associated with all types 
of munerals exploration and devel- 
opment and with geophysical ex- 
ploration would be subyect to ap- 
propriate mitigation measures (ap- 
pendix E) 


Table 2-1 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Leasable Minerais 
Coal 


Coal classifications on about 
194,500 acres of federal coal 
lands in the planning area would 
be terminated. These land cias- 
sifications, for the protection of the 
federal coal. are no longer serving 
or needed for thew intended pur- 
pose 


Coal classifications for the pro- 
tection of the federal coal on 
about 194.500 acres of federal 
Coal lands in the planning area 
would remain in effect 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





As coal lease applications are re 
ceived. the coal screening pro 
cess, including application of the 
coal unsuitability criteria, would be 
appled on a case-by-case basis 
The Newcastle RMP would be 
amended if necessary 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Oil and Gas 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: 
Parcels would be leased with ap 
propriate stipulations for protection 
of other resource values 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 


























Table 2-1 





Summary of Alternatives, including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Proposed Resource 
Management Pian 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Leas 
ing of other leasatve federal mn 

erals would be considered on a 

case Dy case basis and would be 
Subject to the same or sindar re 

source protection and migaton 

requirements as those apphed to 
o and gas leases and nights of 

way 


Current Management 
Alternative A 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Alternative B 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Orne: 
than lands withdrawn trom muneral 
location (table 3.7). the planning 
area would be open to muneral lo 
Caton. explorato” and develop 
nent 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





A ma" Of Operations would be re 
Qurred tor any surface drsturbing 
actvity. regardless of size mm Ges 
ignated ACECs and in areas 

closed to off road vetucular travel 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: ©Orner 
than areas that would be closed 
the BLM adrwrstered tederal mown 
era! estate m the plannwng area 
would be open to mnera!l mater 
als sales and development sub 
ject to appropriate condmona’ 
requirements (table 3 7) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











Extraction of mwneral matenais 
would be permitted trom BLM 
acrwrsteres pubic $ utace sites 
whenever possible 10 avon use of 
private lands where the mnera 
matenals are tederally owned 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 


E«trachon of muneral materials 
would be made avaiable to 
other agences and Murwcipah 
hes without regard to surtace 
ownersiyp 
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Table 2-1 





Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 














Proposed Resource ee 
Management Pian 
GEOLOGY AND Free use of mineral matenais trom | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Free use of mineral materials 
MINERAL spit -esta.c lands (nontederal sur- trom spit-estate land (nonted. 
RESOURCES tace over federal minerals) would eral surtace over federal mun- 
MANAGEMENT be Giscouraged whenever possible erals) would not be discour 
(continued) and would be allowed only when agec 
(BLM-edministered | public land surface s#tes are not 
federal minerals) avaiable 
Salable Minerals 
(continued) 
Mineral material sale areas free Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
uSe areas. Community pits. and 
common use areas would be 
estabireshed as needed m accord 
ance with other resource uses and 
values 
A reclamation plan would be re Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
quired tor all surface Gsturbance 
Reclamation of private land sur Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
faces would be the respons@®:ity 
of the entity requesting the use m 
agreement with the private surtace 
owner 
Geologic Hazards MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Any No special consideration would | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 





request recerved by the BLM for a 
perrmutied activity on public land 
surtace in a landside area would 
be evaluated to determine f there 
'S a threat to pubic health or 
satety (map 3.8) Speciic con 
struction requirements may he re 
Quired in these areas 





be given to potential landside 
areas On pubic land surface 
unless a speciiic problem were 
Menthed Guring a permitted 
activity 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Pian 





GEOLOGY AND MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MINERAL Provide opportunity for exploration 
RESOURCES of muneral resources and geologic 
MANAGEMENT Gata while protecting other re 
(continued) source values on BLM-adruns 
(BLM-administered | tered pubhc land surface (Also 
federal minerais) see Appendix F ) 
Geophysical 
Exploration 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Ai Same as Proposed RMP There would be no resinctions | Same as Proposed RMP 


parts of *he planrung ~rea that are 
open to cil and gas leasing, ex- 
ploration. and development would 
be open to geophysical exploration 
subject to appropriate mitigation 
requirements. Mitigation may im- 
Clude seasonal use restrictions. 
restrictions Guring wet or muddy 
penods. explosive charge restric 
tons. and other restrictions where 
Gisturbance im an area 1s deter. 
mined to be undesrabie 


on geophysical exploration 
activities 





Explosive charges would not be 
allowed i environmental analysis 
shows that unacceptable adverse 
impacts would occur 


There would be no restnctions 
for the use of exploswve 


charges 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








On lands where surtace-disturbing 
actvittes would be prof bited or on 
public lands closed to ORV use 
(see Glossary). casual use geo- 
physical exploration would be al 
lowed (Casual use for geophys- 
cal exploration is described in 43 
CFR 3150. 05/b) } 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 























Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Vere 
brate fossi#s Could be collected 
from public land only under a4 
paleontological resources use 
perma issued by the BL 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





A paleomtologica! resources use 
permit issued by the BLM may be 
required for the collection of note 
worthy plant ard invertebrate fos 
sits from pubic lands 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed PvP 





indwiduals may collect up to 25 
pounds of petritied wood. plus one 
prece. per Gay from pubic land 
surface They may collect a total 
of 250 pounds per year without a 
permit However. ths material s 
for personal use only and may not 
De sold. bartered. or traded 


Same as Propused MP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











Indwviduals May collect reasonable 
amounts of cormmon invertebrate 
tossis for persona! use This 
mailerial may not be used for com 
mercial Durposes 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 
_ Summary of Alternatives, Including the Resource Plan 























Land Use or 
Management Plan 
GEOLOGY AND Assessment and/or mitigation of Same as Proposed RMP A complete paleontological Same as Proposed RMP 
MINERAL impacts to paleontological re- inventory identifying mmportant 
RESOURCES sources may be required on forma>ons would be completed 
MANAGEMENT federal mineral leases nm accord- for the entre planning area 
(continued) ance with BLM policy. if sus- 
(BLM-administered | pecied foss:! materials are un- 
federal minerals) covered during construction, the 
operator would be required to stop 
Paleontology work immediately and contact the 
Resources authorized BLM officer. Activities 
(continued) would be brought to a halt until the 
authorized officer can assess the 
Situation and advise whether any 
mitigating measures need to be 
undertaken before the operations 
can continue. if fossils are found 
and operations are adversely 
affected. a suspension of opera- 
tions would be granted 
HAZARDOUS MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MATERIALS AND Protect public and environmental 
OTHER HAZARDS health and safety on BLM-adnwnis- 
MANAGEMENT tered public lands. comply with ap 
(public land interests | plicable federal and state laws. 
only) prevent waste contamination due 
to any BLM.-authorized actions. 
mirwmize federal exposure to the 
habiites associated with waste 
management on public lands, and 
imegrate hazardous materials and 
waste management policies and 
controls into all BLM programs 
(Also see appendix F.) 























Table 2-1 
of Alternatives, Including the Resource Management a 


Proposed Resource 
Management Pian 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: For 
MATERIALS AND BLM-authorized activities that in- 
OTHER HAZARDS volve hazardous materials or thei 
MANAGEMENT use. precautonary measures 
(continued) (public would be used !0 guard agains! 
land interests only) | releases or spills into the environ. 
ment 











When discovered. BLM-admuns- Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP. Same as Proposed RMP 
tered public land sites contamun- 
ated with hazardous wastes would 
be reported. secured. and cleaned 
up according to applicable federal 
and state regulations and contin. 
gency plans. Partes responsible 
for contamination would be lable 
for Cleanup and resource damage 
costs. as prescribed in federal and 
State regulations 


82 





if hazards should be identified. the | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
BLM would provide appropriate 
warnings and establish precau 
tons for safety hazards associated 
with the use of any areas on BLM 
adrmumstered public lands 





Surface-disturbing and disruptive Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RVP Same as Proposed RMP 
activites associated with all types 
of hazardous materials and waste 
management would be subyect to 
appropriate mitigation measures 
(appendix E) 






































Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Proposed Resource 
Management Pian Alternative B Aiternative C 





MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: Same as Proposed RMP 

MANAGEMENT Support the multple-use manage- 
(public land surface | ment goals of the various BLM .e- 
only) source programs: respond to pub- 

hc requests for land use authoriza- 
tons, sales, and exchanges; and. 








acquire access to serve admunis- 

trative and public needs. (Also 

see appendix F.) 

MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Utility | Same as Proposed RMP Utility corndors would be Same as Proposed RMP 
transportation systems wouid be established on BLM-admuns- 
located adjacent to existing utility tered public land surface to 
transportation systems whenever include as Many existing facil 
practical. Areas to be avoided for ves as possible. Future nights 
new facility placement and routes ol-way would be routed 
would be identified on a case-by- through these corndors when 
case basis rather than attempting ever possible 


to establish new utility corndors 





Areas within \« mile of developed Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
or sermdeveloped recreation sites 
would be avoidance areas for 
development activities such as 
roads, power lines. pipelines, and 
well pads. This requirement could 
be modified by the authorized offi- 
cer However, these areas would 
be open to development activities 
specifically for the purpose of rec 
reation site facies 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 











Proposed Resource Current Management 
Resource Management Pian Alternative A 
LANDS AND REALTY | Projects would be designed to Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGEMENT meet the object-ves of the estab 
(continued) (public kshed visual Classdications and 
land surtace only) would include appropriate mutiga- 
ton. Facies. including those 
related to existing or new wells 
Structures. power nes. and near 
ngns-ol-way would be screened. 
painted. or designed to biend with 
the surrounding landscape 
Areas wittun 500 feet of 100 -year Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


floodplains. wetlands. or perenria! 
streams on BLM administered 
public lands would be avoidance 
areas for surtace-disturbing actvi- 
hes unless modified by the author 





ized officer 
Landownerstup adjustment actions | Same as Proposed RMP Landownerstp adjustments Same as Proposed RMP 
involving BLM-admunistered public would not be pursued 


lands (exchanges or sales. recrea 
tion and publc purpose (R4&PP) 
leases and patents. withdrawals 
and transfers of adrmwrustratrve jur 
isaiction of public lands) would be 
considered on a Case-by case 
basis 








The preferred method of land 
ownership adjustment would be 
land exchanges Appendix B out 
wnes the landownership adjust 
ment strategy to be ‘ollowed 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 





Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 











Land Use or Proposed Resource Current Management | ee _| 
Resource Management Pian Alternative A 
LANDS AND REALTY | There would be no requirement to | Same as Proposed RMP Exchanges would require thal Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGEMENT avo reduction of public land the total acreage of BLM 
(continued) (public acreages _ adrmunstered pubic lands 
land surtace only) the plannwng area would not 
Gecime 
The planrwng area would be open | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed PMP 
10 operation of the public land 
laws except for the 1.152 acres 
Closed to location. sale. or entry 
(437 acres power site classifica 
ton. 715 acres Forest Service 
withdrawal. table 3-7. map 3.9) 
The coal classifications that segre- | Coal classifications on 194.520 | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
gate 194.520 acres of coal trom acres of put wc land would re 
Gisposa!l would be removed since main in effest 
they no longer serv? the purpose 
for whech they were intended 
As determined or a case-by-case | Same as Proposed RMP No atlempt would be made to Same as Proposed RMP 


basis. easements would be pur 

sued to provide access to public 
lands to support the obectves of 
other resource programs 


acquire addtional! access to 





The planning area would be open 
fo” nghts of -way development 

Pr »posals would be addressed on 
en individual basis with emphasis 
On avording confiict or sensitve 
areas 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Surtace disturbing and disruptive 
activites associated with all types 
of nghts.of way construction and 
maimtenance would be subect to 
appropriate mitigation measures 
(appendix E) 





Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Same as Proposed RMP 




















Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 









Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RIVIP 





The authorized grazing use on the 
BLM-adrurstered public land sur 
face would nut exceed recognized 
actrve preterence (48 818 arwma! 

und months. AUMs) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Sime as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposeo RMP 





implementation of grazing man 
agement plans monitoring siudes 
and the construction of range in 
provements based on dentified 
Need Ould continue unless docu 
mented damage to other resource 
values Ss shown 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











When prescribed fire and me 
Charmca! or biological treatments 
can he used ofectively to manage 
vegetation they would be preter 
red over chermcal treatments 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RIP 























cers of the US Center tor Disease 
Corttro! 


Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 








There would be no contro! of the 
size of prame dog towns on public 
lands unless resource Gamage 
were occurring or human health 
and satety were threatened 








Same as Proposed RMP 





Prame dog towns vould no! be 
allowed to exceed the size of 
the town as of October | 
1992 























Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Resource Management Plan 








Proposed Resource 
Management Plan Alternative B Alternative C 
LIVESTOCK New praine dog iow is would be Same as Proposed RMP New praise dog towns would Same as Proposed RMP 
GRAZING allowed to become established on not be allowed to become 
MANAGEMENT pubbc lancs established on public lands 

(continued) (public 
land surface only) 

Urdess one of the above situations | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


were ccournng, prame dog control 
on BLM-admuinistered public land 
in the planning area would not be 
allowed. Praine dogs and thew 
towns are an important component 
: of the praine ecosystem and are 
valuable in providing habitat and a 
food source for a number of wild 
wle species. some of which are 
species of special management 
concern 





Permitting for livestock grazing Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
use up to recognized active pre 
ference would continue until a 
Change in resource Conditions 
indicates that an adusiment is 
needed. Note that numbers of 
grazing allotments m each cate 
gory (table 3-8) are subject to 
change as ecological range cond 























tions change 

Any adjustments in livestock graz Same as Proposed RMP Livestock grazing use would be | Same as Proposed RMP 
ing use would be Made as a resul! adjusted according to the 

of monitoring and consultation with range condition and potential 

grazing permitiees. Monitoring up to the established preter 

Studies would be conducted using ence use 

current BLM.approved methodo! 

ogy 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management 


Land Use or Proposed Resource Current Management 
Resource Management Pian Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C | 





LIVESTOCK Monitoring would be continued fol- | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
GRAZING lowing adjustments im grazing use 
MANAGEMENT to assure thal grazing and other 
(continued) (public management objectives are being 
land surface only) met 
interdisciplinary rangeland morn. Monitoring studies would be Monitoring stucves would be Same as Proposed RMP 
toring studees would be Conducted | established in ‘I’ category ai estabiished in allotments repre 





on an allotment Category priority lotments to monitor the effects | sentative of ecological sites 
basis (|, M. and C) to detect of livestock grazing on the throughout the planning area 
changes in range condition and vegetation resource. Monitor 
trend. and to determine i vegeta- Ng *n other allotments may oc 
ton management Ubjectives are cur if Getermined to be neces 
being met for all resource uses sary 

(wvestock grazing. watershed 
nparnian, and wildiite) 





Based on monitoring, the effectwe- | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMF Same as Proposed RMP 
ness of on-the-ground manage 
ment toward meeting RMP and 
various resource activity plan ob 
yectves would be evaluated Any 
rangela™ J studies would be car 
ned out in accordance with ap 
proved standards and guidelines 
Kind of lveciuck and seasons of 
westock use may be modified to 
meet estabished imterdisciphinary 
ob ectives or to prevent resource 
damage 









































Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


ex [ez [ser TT 
Resource Management Pian Alternative A 


LIVESTOCK imterdisciplinary monmoring studies | No riparian studies would be Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
GRAZING would be established mn npanan established 
MANAGEMENT sites. The priority for establishing 
(continued) (public the studies would be “1.” "M.” and 
land surface only) "C’ category allotments. Studies 
in nparnian areas m Category “M” 
and “C" allotments would be 
established as workload allows or 
as a need is ientihed 


Developed and semideveloped Same: as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
recreation sites would be closed to 
= hvestock grazing 


In Coryunction with the wiidife Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
habitat management and water 
resources management programs 
specific nparian management 
guidelines would be developed 
and implemented in aii allotments. 
with priority given to category “T 
grazing allotments. These guide 
wnes Could apply to such thungs as 
protective fencing, Changes in live 
Stock seasons of use. and project 
work to enhance and improve 
nparian zones 











Surface-disturbing and disruptive Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
actrvites associated with all types 
of range proyect construction and 
maintenance would be subyect to 
appropriate mitigation measures 
(appendix E) 























38 








i i i ———EOE — ——— NE ee eee 





dt 


MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 
Provide outdoor recreational op- 
portunmes on SLM-aoimwrustered 
public land while providing for re- 
source protection. vismor services. 
and the health and safety of public 
land vistors. (Also see appendix 
F) 


Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: The 
BLM-admuinistered public land in 
the planrwng area would be avail 
able for recreation use subyect to 
appropriate restrictions for the pro- 





) tection of ofher resource values 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Response to public requests. in 
Cluding Orspersed recreation op 
portunities (hunting rockhounding 
and sightseeing). information. per 
mutting of guide and outfitter actry: 
hes On public land. imited feild 
patrols of public land during hunt 
ing seasons. and boundary mark 
ing of areas where problems or 
conficts occur would be provided 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Acquisition of lands with recreation 
potential would be pursued (map 
3.13) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Access to Bi M-adrwrstered pub 
wc land surtace in selected areas 
would be provided through pur 
chase of access. exchange of use 
agreements. or exchange of lands 
(map 3.13) based on a willing 
buyer selier agreement 








Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 




















water development and widitfe 
habtat management plan would 
be completed for the development 
of the proposed Meadow Draw 
Reservor recreation ste (T 45 N 
R. 63 W.. section 8). Develop 
mem of addtional recreation sites 
on publ lands would be done as 
needs are dented 


Table 2-1 
err’e>—>—$———E—E—_—oev_ 








Primitive Camping sites would be 
established 1 Crook County (T. 56 
NR. 66 W.. sectons 5. 8. and 
T 56 N.. R. 67 W., section 1) to 
provide better contro! of camping 
use. fe. and trash collection. Ad 
Gional sfes would be established 
as they are dented « the need 
justhes development (map 3.13) 


No campsites would be 
estabirsned 


No developed campsites would 
be provided Camping would 

be allowed on any public lands 
not closed to camping 


Developed carnysies would be 
provided with hard surface 


parking and camping areas 
Grirtung water trash and sary 


tary taciies 





Cutting trees and firewood for rec 
reatona!l purposes wouid be re 
stricted to Gead and down wood 


There would be no restrictions 
On frrewood Cufting 


No fwrewood cutting would be 
allowed 


Same as Proposed RMP 











Areas within '« mile of developed 
or sermodeveloped recreation sites 
on public land would be avowance 
areas tor development activites 
such as roads. power nes. pwe 
wnes. well pads) This require 
ment Could be modified by the au 
thorized officer However. these 
areas would be open to develop 
ment actrvities specifically for the 
purpose of recreation site facies 





Sarne as Proposed RMP 





Development activites would 
not be restricted wittwn |. mile 
of developed or sermdeveloped 
recreation stes Such devel 
opments would be subject to 
design or color standards to be 
as Compatible to the recreation 
site aS possibile 





Development would not be 
allowed within |. mie of 
developed or sermdeveloped 
recreation sites 




















Table 2-1 





Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





Land Use or Proposed Resource Current Management 
Resource Management Pian Alternative A Atternative B 
RECREATION Camping would be allowed on de. | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP A 14. consecutwe-day camp 
RESOURCES veloped recreation s#es or on un ing Wendt would be estabished 
MANAGEMENT Gevetloped BLM adrmunustered pub. at any location im the planrung 
(continued) (public | lic land surface for a penod of not area open tor camping with no 
land surtace only) more than 14 Gays wittwn 28 con turther restrictions 
seculve Gays After thus tne the 
camp must be moved to a site al 
eas! 5 miles away 
The BLM would cooperate with No similar action Same as Proposed RIP Same as Proposed RMP 
other agences and private land 
owners to explore opportunities to 
merpret a portion of the Chey 





Selected tracts of BLM adrwns 
tered public land surtace wittwn T 
43.46 NR. 6O W. would be des 
ignated as the Stateline SRMA to 
empnasize recreation related op 
portumes See the “Special Man 
agement Areas” section 


No SRMA designation would 
be pursued 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





BLM adrrwrnstered lands nm the 
remainder of the planrwng area 
\except tor Whoopup Canyon 
ACEC) would be designated an 
extensive recreational manage 
ment area (ERMA) 


Same as Proposed RIVP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Surtace Orsturbing and disruptive 
actittes associated with con 
st'ucting and using roads camp 
grounds imterpretive ses and 
other recreational facies would 
be sutyect to appropriate mga 
thon measures (appends E) 





Sarne as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed PMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: 
Uniess otherwise speciied ORV 
vave' im the planrwng area would 
be lmted to existing roads and 
tats Seasonal restrictions tor 
ORVs could be apphed in crucal 
widite habtats (strutting grounds 
nesting areas spawnwny beds 
Crucial! Dig game winter ranges 
parturition areas) as needed 
Over the snow vercie trave’ 
would De required to toliow the 
same prescrptions as for ofher 
ven icles 


Of road vetucie use would be 
allowed on pubic lands with 
publec access (175.000 acres 
of legal access. 110.000 acres 
of practical vetwcie access) All 
other pubic lands would be 
hem “ed to exrsting roads and 
tras 





Same as Proposed RIP 











On areas Ges:gnated as iwnited to 
existing roads and tras the per 
formance of necessary tasks re 
Quiring off road use of a vemucie 
would be allowed provided re 
source damage does not occur 
Examples of necessary tasks 
Clude constructing oF repairing 
authorized ‘ange improvements 





Same as Proposed RVP 





Same as Praposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Management Plan 














Proposed Resource Current Management 
Rescurce Management Pian Alternative A Alterrstive B Alternative C 
RECREATION Driving would be prohibited on wet | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES soils and on slopes greater than 
MANAGEMENT 25% if unnecessary damage to 
(continued) (public vegetation. soils. or water quality 
land surtace only) would result 
Off-road Vehicle 
Management 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 
The BLM-admunistered public No similar action Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
lands within the Whoopup Canyon 
ACEC are closed to ve*icle use 
except for adrmunistratve purposes 
SOILS MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: Same as F:cposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGEMENT Maintain soil cover and produc 
(public land surface | tivity and provide for wmprovement 
only) m areas where soil productivity 


may be below potential on BLM 
adrmstered public land surface 
(Also see appendix F ) 











MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Pro 
tecting and enhancing soi re 
sources on public land surface 
would be accomplished through 
site-specific mitigation of mndrvidual 
surface disturbing actions Mitiga 
hon measures such aS special 
construction techniques would be 
required on highly erosive or 
fragile sous 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Land uses and surface-disturbing 
actrvives on BLM-aGrwristered 
public land surface would be de 
Signed to promote reduction of 
Channel erosion where | would 
result » severe losses of mparian 
nabital and reduction of acceler 
ated surtace erosion im areas hav 
Ing severe erosion problems or 
susceptibility. To the extent prac 
ical. Gamaged wetland and mpar 
an areas would be restored 





Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Pian 


Same as Proposed RMP 
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VEGETATION 
RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 
(public land surface 
onty) 


MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 
Maintain or improve the Orversity 
of plant commun hes to Support 
thmber production. westock graz 
ng. w'ite hadilal. watershed pro 
tection. and acceptable visual re 
sources. and reduce the spread of 
nomous weeds ‘Also see ap 
pend e | 


Same as Proposed RMP 











MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Pro 
tect anc enhance the vegetatior 

resources on BLM administered 

Dubie land surface trough site 

speciiic mtgation of surface 


. ry -~* , 
rSturDing achons 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
= 
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Proposed Resource 
Management Pian 


Noxious weeds and other undesi 
abie vegetation would be con- 
trolled im Conjunction with Court 2s 
APHIS. and other agencies and 
affected imterests. consistent with 
the Wyoming Record of Decs~.1 
for the Final EIS Addressing Vege 
tation Treatment on BLM Lands in 
the 13 Western States (USD! 
BLM 1991a) 


Table 2-1 


Current Management 
Alternative A 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Alternative B 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Alternative C 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Control of nomous weeds. im pri 
Orty order. may mnclude the use of 
species-specific insects. lwestock 
grazing. Mechanica! xethods. or 
chemical methods. if herbicides 
are proposed for use. those with 
rmurmum tomcrty to widite and 
fish would be selected. As appro 
priate. duffer zones would be pro 
vided along streams. rivers. lakes 
and mpanan areas. including mpar 
ian areas along ephemera! and 
mermitient streams 


Same as Proposec RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMr 











Treatments would avo bird nest 
INQ seasons and other times when 
loss of Cover or disturbance by 
equpment would be detrimental to 
widite Proyects that may aftect 
reatened or endangered piants 
or arwmals would be postponed or 
moomhed to protect the presence of 
hese species in such cases the 
BLM would consult with the US 
Fish and Wadite Service (FWS 

as required by the Endangered 
Speces Act 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 








Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 





Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


See ee ee | eee Tes 





VEGETATION No sunular objectrve Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES Seapets ee 
MANAGEMENT mportam habdats for special 
(continued) (public Status plant speces (for example 
land surtace only) sensitive and threatened and en 
Gangered plants) on BLM adrwnis 
Special Status Plant | ‘ered public land surtace and pre 
Species vent the need for any special 
(public land interests | status pian! speces from becor 
only) ing usted as threatened and en 
Gangered 
Sensitive species Gesignation for No similar action Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
species dented as beng present 


Or potentially present im the re 
source area would be requested 
(table 3-20) 





A search tor speces would be re 
Qurred before allowing surface 
Orsturbing actives in dented 
potential habitat locations 


No similar action 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Threatened. endangered. and sen 
Sirve plant surveys and general 
floristic Surveys would be cor 
Gucted on BLM adrunstered pub 
wc land surface to note ocahons 
and to obtamn recommendations tor 
management 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











Surtace Gsturbing and disruptive 
activites associated with al! types 
of vegetation management would 
be Subject to appropriate mrtiga 
hon measures (append« E 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed KY'P 




















Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





Land Use or Proposed Resource Current Management 
Resource Management Pian Alternative A Alternative B Atternative C 
VISUAL RESOURCES | MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: No designated VRM areas Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGEMENT Martam o7 enprove scemc values. | exist 
(public land surface | visual Quality and establish visual 
onty) resource management priorhes mm 
COryunction with other resource 
values. (Alsy see appenda F ) 
MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: Vis Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


SP 


ual resources would be managed 
m accordance with objectives tor 
VRM classes that have been as 
Signed to the planrwng area (see 
‘Giossary") Map 3-14 shows the 
VRM management areas 








VRM requirements would be ap 


| pled only to public lands or to 


BLM approved munera!l exploration 
and development actrvies on 
spit estate lands 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Sere as Proposed RMP 





Visual resources would be consid 
ered betore authorizing land uses 
that may affect then 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











As appropriate tacites or struc 
tures Such as power nes oF 
wells and storage tanks would be 
screened panied and offerwise 
Gesigned to Diend with the sur 
rounding landscape 








Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





























Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE. 
WATER RESOURCES | Marian or improve surface and 
MANAGEMENT groundwater Quality consistent 
(public land surtace | wilh existing anc aniopaled uses 
onty) ard appkcable state and tedera’ 


water Quality standards provide 
tor avadabédy of water to tacitate 
authorized uses and to Twwmze 
hari! consequer es of eromon 
and surtace runoff trom BLM 
adrrwrestered Dubkc land surtace 
Also see append: F 





ue 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS Pro Same as Proposed RMP Same as Praposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
tect and ermance the wale re 
source through sue specific mtg 
ton of indwual achons 





When herfrodes are proposed for Sarre as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
use those aif! muremum toacity 
to wildwte and ‘sh woud be se 
lected /s needed Due sones 
would be provided along streams 
vers @kes ard maaan areas 
"Mouer” 'Oarnian areas aiorg 
epnremera’ and mermmten 


strearys 
EE —_ — _ — 





























Areas witten SOO teet of 100 year Same as Praposed RIP Same as Proposed RVP Same as Praposed RMP 
(as weiands oO pere ; 
reams w 7 De avodarwe 
rea ‘ace a ; | 
————_+4 _- —— - —_—_—_—— —_—- a —_—— 4 ——— — —— -— — — —/ 
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Land Use or 


Resource 


WATERSHED AND 
WATER RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 


Areas within 100-year floodplains 
wetlands. or mparian areas would 
be closed to placement or con 
structon of structures (fuel or 
chemical storage tanks. well pads 
buridings, or other types of struc 
tures). where there is potential for 
property, ecological, and general 
resource Gamage and human 
health and safety hazards from a 
flooding event 


Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Current Management 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 






Alternative A Alternative B Alternative C ) 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Land use and surface-disturbing 
activites on BLM-admuinistered 
pudlic lands would be designed to 
promote reduction of channel! ero 
sion where it would result in 
severe reduction o7 mparian hab 
tat. and to promote reduction of 
accelerated surface erosion in 
areas having severe erosion 
problems or susceptibility. To the 
exten! practical. damaged wetland 
and niparian areas would be 
restored 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











The protection of watershed re 
sources would be considered in 
the analysis of BLM. and industry 
imtiated proyects. As needed 
watershed conservation practices 
and state of Wyoming Best Man 
agement Practices would be ap 
pled 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Alternative C 





WATERSHED AND 
WATER RESOURCES 
MANAGEMENT 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 


Surface-disturbing and disruptive 
activities associated with water- 
shed management would be sub- 


ject to appropriate mitigation mea- 


sures (appendix E) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





WILDLIFE HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT 
(public land surface 
only) 








MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 

1) Maintain biological diversity of 
plant and animal species; 2) sup 
port WGFD strategic plan popula 
tion objective levels to the extent 
practical and to the extent con 
sisterit with BLM multiple use 
management requirements, 3) 
maintain, and where possible, im 
prove forage production and qual 
ity of rangelands, fishenes, and 
wildlife habitat; and 4) to the ex 
tent possible, provide habitat for 
threatened and endangered and 
special status plant and animal 
species on all public lands in com 
plance with the Endangered Spe 
cies Act (ESA) and approved re 
covery plans. (Also see appendix 
F) 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Saine as Proposed RMP 
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WILDLIFE HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 


would coordinate efforts with other 
federal authorities and with state 
and local authorities to impiement 
safe and effective prairie dog con 
trol measures on public lands 
when praine dogs are determined 
to be a threat to human health and 
safety or are Causing resource 
damage. Resource damage 
would be documented by BLM 
personnel when reported by the 
grazing lessee, adjacent land 
owners, or other interests. This 
Coulu include resource damage 
occurring on private or state lands 
fron) praine dog towns located on 
BLM-admuinistered public lands 
Animal damage contro! activities 
would be subject to established 
procedures and policies as out 
lined in the national and state level 
memoranda of understanding 
between BLM and APHIS and the 
Casper District animal damage 
contro! plan. Human health and 
safety determinations would be 
made by the state of Wyoming 
Department of Health or by offi 
cers of the US Center for Disease 
Control 


Table 2-1 


Praine dog control on public 
lands would be conducted 
when requested by a grazing 
lessee or adjacent landowner 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Same as Proposed RMP 






Same as Proposed RVP 











Control of the size of praine dog 
towns on public lands would not 
occur unless resource damage 
were occurring or human health 
and safety were threatened as 
stated above 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Praine dog towns would not be 
allowed to exceed the size of 
the town as of October 1 

1992 





Size imitations of prairie dog 
towns on public lands would be 
determined on a case-by-case 
basis 

















OS 











New praine dog towns would be 
allowed to become established on 
public lands 


MANAGEMENT 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 





Table 2-1 
Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Sam? as Proposed RMP 


| not be allowed to become 











New prame dog towns would 


estabirshed 








Same as Proposed RMP 





Uniess one of the above situations 
were occurnng. praime dog contro! 
on BLM. administered public land 
m the plar.wng area would not be 
allowed Prame dogs and thew 
towns are an imporian! component 
of the praine ecosystem and are 
valuable in providing habitat and a 
food source for a number of wild 
life species. some of whch are 
species of special management 
concern 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





No BLM. authorized actions would 
be allowed that would disrupt ary 
mails on wWenthed crucial winter 
range generally from November 1 
to March 30 unless approved by 
the authonzed officer (map 3-16) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


No BLM.-authornzed acthons 
would be allowed that would 
disrupt anwnals on wWenthed 
crucial winter range generally 
from November 1 to March 30 





To protect raptors and or sage and 
sharp tated grouse during nesting 
season. asruptive activity would 
not be allowed generally from Feb 
ruary 1 to July 31° Thes lnvtaton 
goes not apply fo manvienance 
and operations of existing facil 
tes Modification of this lwnitaton 
nN any year may be approved in 








writing by the authorized officer 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Same as Proposed RMP 





——————————————————————————————— 


Same as Proposed RMP 
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WILDLIFE HABITAT 
MANAGEMENT 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 


Timber harvest on BLM-admuns 
tered public land surface i crucial 
winter range would not be allowed 
unless the tember harvesi is de 
signed to improve winter habitat 
for widife species 


Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Timber harvest would be al 
lowed in crucial winter range 
with actual harvest restricted 
from November 1 to March 30 
unMmless approved by the area 
manager 


No restrctons would be placed 
On any tenber harvests 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Ripanan habitat management 
guidelines would be developed 
and implemented in all grazing 
allotments. with priority given to 
category ‘I’ allotments. These 
guidelines Could apply to such 
things as protectrve fencing. live 
stock season o1 use Gesignations 
and project work to enhance and 
mprove miparian zones to actweve 
a healthy and productive condition 
m wetland paran areas. and to 
apply the ‘no net loss of wetlands 
policy 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Fence construction would be re 
quired to meet current BLM tence 
Standards 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMF 


Same as Proposed RMP 








All fences on BLM admurstered 
pubic land surface that cause 
documented wiiditfe conflicts 
would be removed. reconstructed 
or modihed. as appropriate or 
necessary. to errwnate or reduce 
the confhct 





No similar action 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Proposed Resource 
Management Pian 


Arumal Gamage contro! actwies 
would be considered on a case 
by case basis. These actwihes 
would be sub*c! to estabished 
procedures and poles as out 
ned in the natonal and state level 
memoranda of understanding be 
tween BLM and APHIS and the 
Casper District arwmal damage 
control plan Areas where pro 
posed arwmnal damage contro! 
actvites (all or speciic methods) 
are noi compatible with BLM plan 
ming and management objectives 
or prescriptions for other resource 
activites and uses will be dent 
hed on a case-by-case basis. and 
APHIS WS will be requested to 
amend Of adjus! proposed arwna! 
Gamage contro! actrvies accord 
ingly Human health and safety 
ue*ermunations would be made by 
the state of Wyornng. Department 
of Health or by offers of the US 
Center for Disease Control 


Current Management 
Aiternative A 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Alternative 6 


Same as Proposed “IP 


Alternative C 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Construction of fences that inter 
fere with movements of big game 
species in crucial big game winter 
range would not be allowed 


Same as Proposed RMP 


No restrictions would be placed 
on the location of fences im big 
game winter ranges 


Same as Proposed RMP 











| 


Cooperate with the WGFD to pro 
vide adequate habitat for wicti’e 
population objectives in the ap 
proved strategic plan for widite 
populations 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Surtace-drsturbing and disruptive 


Table 2-1 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 









Summary of Alternatives, including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





MANAGEMENT aciwhes associated with wiidiie 
(continued) (public habitat management would be 
land surtace only) Subject to appropriate migation 
measures (append: E} 
SPECIAL No simular objective No similar obsectrve No sitular objectrve MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 
MANAGEMENT Ensure continued pubirc uc* 
AREAS and eryoyment of rec’ catior 
(public land surtace activites wile protect: ig and 
only) enhancing paleontological and 
Cultural values. to improve op- 
Lance Creek Fossi portunities for high quality out 
Arve door recreation. and, to wm 


prove visitor services related to 
safety. information, interpreta 
ton. and facility development 
and maintenance 











MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: There 
would be no ACEC designation tor 
the BLM adrwrsterec public lands 
mm the Lance Creek Fossil Area 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





The BLM-admunstered public 
land surtace would be desig 
nated as an ACEC to empha 
size management of caleonto 
logical resources and to en 
courage future research of the 
paleontological record present 
in the area 
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Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 





SPECIAL 
MANAGEMENT 
AREAS 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 


Proposed Stateline 
Special Recreation 
Management Area 








MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 
Ensure continued public use and 
e:yoyment of recreation activites 
while protecting and enhancing 
natural and cultural values: im 
prove opportunities for high quality 
Outdoor recreation: and, improve 
visitor services related to safety. 
information. interpretation, and 
facility development and main- 
tenance 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: 
Selected tracts of BLM-admunis 
tered public land surface in T. 43 
46 N.,. R. 50 W. would be desig- 
naied the Stateline SRMA due to 
its high potential for recreational 
activities 


No similar action 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 














Recreational trails in the proposed 
SRMA would be developed on 
BiLM-administered public land sur 
face for use by hikers. skiers, and 
mountain bike nders. The trails 
also could be nature walk trails or 
usec by schools, volksmarches 
and competitive and noncompet: 
tive events for walking. horseback 
nding. mountain bike events. and 
cross-country skung 





No recreation trail or other re 
lated developments would be 
developed on public lands 





Trails would be developed on 
public lands. bul no other de 
velopments would occur 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 2-1 


Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


MANAGEMENT 
AREAS 
(continued) (public 
land surface only) 


Whoopup Canyon 
ACEC 


Proposed Resource 
Management Plan 

MANAGEMENT OBJECTIVE: 
Protect and study rock art in the 
Whoopup Canyon area Expand 
public education and interpretation 
inthe area. Protect cultural re 
source values from degradation 
and provide for wildlife and scenic 
values, and Native American con 
cerns 


Same as Proposed RMP 


es ———_ <a — ST 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





MANAGEMENT ACTIONS: The 
existing Whoopup Canyon ACEC 
designation (about 1.440 acres of 
BLM-administered public land) 
would be retained 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 











The public lands would be open to 
consideration for mineral le asing 
with a no surface occupancy stip 
ulation (see Glossary) 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 
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The public lands would be closed 
to 


—public access and general public 
use 


- Surface-disturbing activities in 
Cluding rights of-way actions. The 
only exception to this would be 
those surface-disturbing activities 
necessary for meeting the re- 
search, education, interpretive and 
preservation management objec 
tives for the area 


mineral material sales 


mineral location (a withdrawal 
would be pursued) 


motorized or nonmotorized 
mechanical transport. Vehicle use 
for adrmurustrative purposes would 
be allowed on a case-by-case 
basis 


the use of explosives or blasting 


use of fire retardant chemicals 
or those retardants containing 
dyes to prevent adverse effects to 
the petroglyphs and to protect the 
integrity of sociocultural values 





Table 2-1 
of Atemetives, Incheding the Resource Management Fan 


No simular action 


No similar action 


No similar action 


No similar action 


Off-road vetucie travei would 


be twnuited to existing roads and 


trails 


No similar action 


No simular action 





Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Access for public use and en- 
joyment would be pursued 
Day use facilities such as park 
ing. trast| receptacles. trail 
markers. and picnic facilites 
would be: provided 


Same as Proposed PMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 
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Land Use or 
Resource 


Proposed Resource 
Management Pian 


geophysical exploration activity 


commercial timber harvesting 
and sale of other forest products 


Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 


Current Manzgement 


Alternative A 
No simular action 


No similar action 


Alternative B 
Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Alternative C 
Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





The public lands would be man 
aged consistent with the Class |! 
visual resource management clas 
sification 


No sirnila: action 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








The requirements identihed above 
for no surface occupancy stipula 
ons On oF and gas leases. sur 
face-drsturbing activities, mineral 
material sales, mineral location 
the use of explosives or blasting 
and geophysical exploration would 
be appled to spiit-estate lands 
(private surface over federal min 
erals!. relation to federal mineral! 
exploration and development act) 
vies only 


No similar action 


Same as Alternative A 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Livestock grazing objectives would 
be evaluated and. as needed 
modified to be consistent with the 
management objectives for this 
area 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 














Table 2-1 
Summary of Alternatives, Including the Proposed Resource Management Plan 








Legal access across private lands | No similar action Same as Alternatrve A Access tor public use and en 
MANAGEMENT for a.drmunstratvve and manage joyment would be pursued 
AREAS ment purposes would be pursued Day use faciities such as park 
(continued) (public ing. trash receptacies. trav 
land surtace only) markers. and picric facies 
would be provided 
Whoopup Canyon 
ACEC 
(continued) 
Vistlation to and use of the area Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed KHMP 
would be nied to (+) research 
4 under a cultural resources re 


search permit. (2) traditional reh 
gious use by Natrve Amerncans 
and, (3) supervised. guided tours 
by the BLM 





Active research and preservation Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
actites would be conducted 
Petroglyphs. artifacts. and cultural 
deposits would be preserved and 
protected from weathering and 








vandalism 
A land exchange to acqurre private | Same as Proposed RMP No attempt would be made to Same as Proposed RMP 
lands in the area Getermuned to ecquire private lands 


have significant Cultural resource 
vaives would be putsued 
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CHAPTER 3 
THE AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


INTRODUCTION 


Thus chapter contaims a description of the existing 
of the planning area that would be affected by the 
alternatives described mm chapter 2. Figure 3-1. formerly 
named “Seasonal Sulfate and Nitrate Deposition” has 
been redratied to show annual deposition of sultate and 
nitrate The “Socioeconomics” section has been exten- 
sively revised. Table 3-22 has been revised to refiect 
updated information we recerved Guring the comment 
period. Map 3-18. “Elk Hunt Areas” and Map 3-24. "Ek 
and Antelope Herd Unit Boundares. have been up- 
dated to reflect new hunt area boundanes. Map 3-19. 
“Threatened or Endangered Species Habitat in the 
draft. has not been included in thus final EIS for the 
Proposed RMP. It was elrmmnated because the informa. 
tion was found not to be complete 


AIR QUALITY 


Au quality in the Newcastle olanring area 1s generally 
excellent with measured background concentrations of 
all monitored criteria pollutants well below the estab 
kshed standards. Criteria pollutant concentrations are 
measured by the State of Wyoming. DEO. The critena 
pollutants. the applicable National ambient aw quality 
standards (NAAQS). the Wyoring ambient au quality 
standards (WAAQS). and the background concentra 
tions are given in table 3-1. Other ai quality related 
values such aS acid deposition are monitored by the 
BLM near Newcastle. This site is part of the National 


Atmospheric Deposition Program National Trends Net- 
work, Figure 3-1 shows annual sulfate and nitrate 
Geposition at tts ste Deposition rates of 10 kilograms 
per hectare per year (kg ha’yr) for sulfate and 15 kg/ha’ 
y' for nirate are considered potentially damaging to 
vegotation. Visibility is not measured mn ths area 


In addition to the ambent au Quality standards. mayor 
new sources of poliutants or modifications to sources 
must comply with the New Source Performance Stan- 
Garés (NSPS) and PSD regulations. The NSPS are 
em:ssion standards based on the type of plant to be built. 
and thus not amenable to consideration in the planning 
process. The PSD regulations are ambient standards. 
the PSD increments are given in table 3-2. Unlike the 
NAAOS which are absolute values not to be exceeded 
more than once per year. the PSD standards are incre- 
ments or increases above existing background condi. 
tions. No matter how low this background is. This serves 
to keep areas wiwch have very good a quality from 
being degraded al the way to the NAAOS. The PSD 
increments are also not the same for all areas of the 
country. Each location is designated either PSD Ciass 
|, or i. Class | areas have the smallest increments 
and were originally designated in the 1977 amendments 
to the Clean Aw Act Examples of Ciass | areas are 
national parks and wilderness areas larger than 5.000 
acres and any other areas so designated by the states 
of indian tribes at.a later date. The rest of the United 
States were designated as Class |! Class I! requires a 
redesignation trom Class |i and has the highest incre- 
ments Currently. all BLM-admunistered public lands in 
the Newcastle area are designated Class |! 


TABLE 3-1 
CRITERIA AIR POLLUTANT STANDARDS AND BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS 
(These standards are not to be exceeded more than once per year.) 


Pollutant Period (ug nr’) (ug nr) (ugnr’) 
Total suspended particulates (TSP) 24-hour 150 _ 625 
Particulate matter less than 10 24-hour 150 150 10 
mucrometers in diameter (PM-10) annual 50 50 - 
Nitrogen dioxide (NO ) annual 100 100 2 
Ozone (O ) 1 -hour 160 235 — 
Sultur dioxide (SO ) 3-hour 1.300 = _ 

24-hour 260 365 9 
annual 60 80 1 
Carbon monoxide (CO) 1-hour 40.000 40.000 3,500 
8-hour 10.000 10.000 1,500 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 














TABLE 3-2 
AIR POLLUTION INCREMENTS FOR PREVENTION OF SIGNIFICANT DETERIORATION 
Pollutant Averaging Period Ciass | Class Class il! 
Total suspended particulates (TSP, annual geometric 5 19 37 
24-hour 10 37 75 
Sulfur Giomde (SO ) annual arithmetic 2 20 40 
24-hour 5 91 182 
3-hour 25 512 700 
Nitrogen Groxide (NO ) annual arithmetic 25 25 50 
Figure 3-1 
Sulfate and Nitrate Deposition 
Annual Averages Calculated from Monthly Measurements 
10 
Deposition rates of 10 kiloyrams/hectare/year 
for sulfate and 15 kilograms/hectare/year for Nitrate (kitograms/hectare/year) 
= @ nitrate are considered potentially damaging 
to vegetation Sulfate (kslograms/hectare/year) 
| 6 
i. 
| 2 
6 ‘ 4 | i : ‘ 4 ) 4 j _ 
1981 1962 1983 1984 1985 1987 1988 1989 1990 
and services over the long term Management of ind 
BIODIVERSITY/ECOSYSTEM —_ ss svces ove ne tong term Management of 
MANAGEMENT needs is expanded to Management centered on long 


There is growing recognition. globally. that a new 
approach to natural resource management is needed 
which assures that change will sustain the integrity 
Oiversity, and productivity of entire ecological systems 
while continuing to provide resource products. uses 
values. and services for present and future needs 


Ecosystem management is a process that considers 
the total environment of an area. it uses ecological 
economical. social, and managerial principles to pro 
duce. restore. or sustain the integrity and diverse cond: 
tions of an ecosystem, and its uses. products. valves 


term goals and objectives targeted to the entire ecosys. 
tem which may Cross jurisdichonal lines 


Ecosystems such as grasslands forests. and aquatic 
systems contain a varety of species adapted to the 
components in which they exist and functioning in con 
junction with each other The loss or reduction of 
species within these ecosystems can have tar reacting 
effects on ali other species present. The full significance 
of the changes created by altering the balance of these 
ecosystems is often not wnmediately apparent and the 
impacts subtie and difficult to predict 











AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Future studies must be conducted to determine bound- 
anes of ecoregions and ecosystems thal involve part or 
all of the planning area to determine goals and objec- 
twes for managing ecoregions and ecosysiems. Re- 
sults of these studies will be used to determine various 
management actions that may be undertaken on the 
BLM-admurustered public lands to help actweve those 
objectives. Examples of possible ecosystems in the 
planning area are the Black Hills. the Litje Missouri 
Breaks. and the shorigrass prairie. 


Biological diversity. or biodiversity. is a recurring 
theme throughout resource management programs pre- 
remted in this final EIS. The U. S. Congress. Office of 
Technology Assessment (1987) has defined biodiversity 
as ‘the variety and variability among living organisms 
and the ecological complexes in which they occur 
Diversity can be defined as the number of different items 
and their relative frequency. Thus the term encom- 
passes different ecosystems. species. genes and thew 
relative abundance — 


The BLM Science Advisory Group has adopted a 
definition of biodiversity for use by the BLM which states 
that ‘biodiversity is the aggregate of species assem- 
blages (Communities). incividual species and genetic 
variation within species. and the processes by which 
these components interact within and among them- 
selves. for purposes of classification. biodiversity can be 
Givided into three levels: (1) community diversity (habr- 
tat. ecosystem). (2) species Giversity. and (3) genetic 
Giversity within species. all three levels change through 
tome” (Cooperrider 1990) 


The value of maintaining biodiversity of plant and 
animal species has long been recognized as a neces- 
Sary and desirable goal for resource management. in all 
alternatives presented. an effort was made to provide for 


Past management actions have. im some localized 
areas such aS riparian areas. reduced the number of 
specific types of species present from the original or 
potential condition that may exist. While an increase in 
individual species May be beneficial to one group or 
industry. the overall reduction in species and commun- 
hes Ss a Negative effect on the ecosystem as a whole. 
which could lead to undesirable situations that can be 


costly and difficult to remedy 


Conserving biological Giversity includes more than 
recovery of endangered species or creation of pre- 
serves. it encompasses Maintaining the ecological 
processes and preserving the capability of genes. or- 
ganisms. and communities to evolve over tine. 


61 


The continuation of availability of natura! resource 
products such as livestock forage. wiidiite habitat. wood 
products. recreation areas. and water production and 
Quality contro! will Geper.d largely on the management of 
an area to preserve is biological Grversity. 


Biodiversity will be a management goal of all pro- 
grams the BLM adrunisters in the Newcastle planning 
area. This will be most evident in the management 
actions of the range. nparian. forestry. and wildite 
and rodent contro! programs and in the impacts of all 


commodity producing programs 
CLIMATE 


The climate of the planning area is generally dry 
continental temperate Most days in the area are Gry and 
sunny with weather fronts coming trom the Pacific Ocean. 
The area does vary in its clmatic setting as influenced by 
elevation. Higher elevations experience lower average 
temperatures and higher average precipitation. Thus. 
the lowest area im the Belle Fourche valley supports 
steppe grassiand ecosystems. Most of the area is 
sermand steppe. while the mountains in the northeast 
are more lush montane and alpine ecosystems 


Precipitation and temperature are the two most im 
portant climatic parameters relating to vegetation growth 
in the planning area. The locations of stations where 
Clmate measurements are made in the resource area 
can be found in the management situation analysis 
(MSA) which is on file at the Newcastle Field Office. The 
average annual precipitation for the area is from 22.78 
inches in the Black Hills at Alva to 10.59 inches at 
Keeline. About 19% of the precipitation generally occurs 
trom November through March as now and about 57% 
from April through July as rain. Temperatures can be 
extreme in both winter and summer The lowest re- 
corded temperature was 30 F anu the hughes! was 
105 _F. though the average annual temperature is a 
rather cool 46 F Figure 3-2 shows the annual distrity :- 
tion of precipitation and temperature at the Newcastle 
station 


Other climatic factors which affect the ecological 
setting of the area are humidity. evaporation. and grow- 
Ng season length. Relative humidity over this area can 
be very low and averages about 65% throughout the 
year Pan evaporation 1s an indication of the amount of 
morsture that can be lost by water bodies. sol. and 
vegetation due to atmospheric conditions. The esti 
mated annual pan evaporation for this area 1s 60 to 65 
inches of water. The growing season in this area is short 
making grain production limited and most other agncul- 
tural activities inappropriate. though the grasslands have 
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Figure 3-2 
Annual Precipitation and Temperature 
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helped to foster the grazing industry. The frost-free 
period is a maximum of about 137 days (the longest in 
the state) and decreases with the increasing elevation to 
as low as 100 days. Winter in this part of the state is not 
as long and harsh as elsewhere. although severe snow- 
storms occur between once and twice a year. particu- 
larly in the higher elevations. Days with summer thun- 
derstorms are more common along the eastern edge of 
the state. including the planning area. averaging over 50 


Gays per year. 


Wind observations are not taken in the area. The 
nearest such stations in similar parts of the state are at 
Casper and Cheyenne. It is expected that like most of 
the state. winds are predominantly from the west to 
southwest. Gepending on the influence of local terrain. 
and can be quite strong. More information on wind 
speeds and directions can be found in the MSA on file at 
the Newcastle Field Office. 


CULTURAL RESOURCES 
Description and Summary 


Cultural resources in the area span at least 12.000 
years of prehistory. a short protohistoric period of about 
200 years. and an even briefer historic period. Remains 
from all periods are found throughout the Newcastle 
planning area. 


Through December 1989. approximately 500 historic 
sites have been recorded in the planning area. Because 
a Class | overview of historic period resources has never 
been conducted in the Newcastle area. we do not know 
how many sites of various kinds are recorded and how 
many are significant 


A total of 1.656 prehistoric sites were on record for the 
planning area at the end of 1989. A Class | overview 
synthesizing these data is available in the Newcastle 
Field Office. The kinds of prehistoric sites known to 
occur in the planning area include occupations and 
campsites, tipi rings. quarries. lithic workshops. rock art. 
kill and processing sites. rockshelters, hunting camps. 
overlooks. vegetable processing camps. and burials. 


Of the 1.656 prehistoric sites in the area, 866 (52°) 
lack evaluations, 230 (14%) are designated as eligible 
for the NRHP, and 560 (34%) are considered not eli- 
gible. The evaluations for many of these sites are based 
on inadequate data and may not be reliable. 


No prehistoric or historic sites on BLM-administered 
surface in the planning area are listed on the NRHP. 
Two sites have been nominated to the National Regis- 
ter, but the nominations were returned by the Keeper of 
the Register because inventory data were inadequate. 
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During a seven-year period (fiscal years 1983 through 
1989) for which data are available. a total of 32.541 
acres were surveyed for BLM-admuinistered projects. 
This area represents 1.5% of the combined BLM-admin- 
‘iStered surface and federal mineral estate in the plan- 
ning area. 


No extensive inventories have been conducted in the 
Newcastle planning area to identify Native American 
religious and cultural sites nor to identity possible con- 
flicts. 


Prehistoric and Protohistoric 
Periods 


By about 12.000 BP. (before present) the Paleo- 
Indian period was well established and lasted until! about 
7.700 B.P. Paleo-indians hunted mammoths at the end 
of the last Ice Age and probably used other animal and 
plant foods as well. The earliest Paieo-Iindians made 
distinctive Clovis fluted points. Clovis remains have 
been found at the Sheaman site in Niobrara County. The 
nearby Agate Basin site provides a picture of successive 
Paleo-indian activities beginning with people who used 
Folsom points to hunt a large extinct form of bison. 


Despite the fact that people had been living in north- 
eastern Wyoming for several thousand years. only eight 
archeological sites have been recorded in the planning 
area from this time span. Excavations at the Betty 
Greene site in Niobrara County show a different way of 
life than many oi the earlier kill sites. Large numbers of 
grinding stones suggest plant food processing. The 
Betty Greene site may represent a different aspect of the 
Paleo-indian lifeway. or possibly the lifeway was begin- 
ning to change. 


The Plains Archaic period lasted from about 7.700 
B.P. to 2.000 B.P. The Early Archaic period is poorly 
known. Seven Early Archaic sites have been recorded 
in the planning area: only one, the Hawken site, has 
been extensively investigated. At the Hawken site. 
prehistoric hunters trapped bison in an arroyo simular to 
many Paleo-Iindian kill sites 


Middle Archaic sites are much more abundant in the 
planning area. A total of 31 sites have been recorded. 
Excavations at the McKean site and several other sites 
near Keyhole Reservoir provide a more detailed picture 
of how people lived. Most of these sites are living areas 
rather than kill sites. These sites provide evidence of 
cooking and food processing in the form of hearths and 
grinding stones. Middle Archaic sites show a wide range 
of plant and animal foods rather than a concentration on 
bison hunting 


During the Late Archaic, nearby sites show an in- 
creased reliance on bison hunting, including the con- 
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Struction of corrals for Griving and trapping animals 

There have been 69 Late Archaic sites recorded in the 
area Twohave been excavated: 48WE320 and a smail 
site near Keyhole Reservow. Two bisos) kill sites in the 
resource area. the Fulton site in Weston County and the 
Lance Creek site in Niobrara County. have been radio 

carbon dated tothe Late Archaic They have never been 
extensively investigated 


The Late Prehistonc penod. lasting trom 2.000 BP. to 
approximately 250 BP. has the most recorded sites in 
the area—81 Extensive excavations at the Vore site in 
Crook County show a sernes of 25 communal bison 
Orives into a sinkhole trap Evidence trom the trap 
indicates that bison drives correlated with climatic fluc 
tuations and peaks in numbers of bison Several sites 
excavated near Keyhole Reservow provide intormation 
on campsites Mayor technological innovations associ 
ated with the Late Prehistoric are the Dow and arrow and 
pottery. These changes affected hunting methods and 
food processing and storage 


Other prehistoric sites in the planning area are as yet 
undated and may have been used for many years 
Quarries used to extract stone tor tools were probably 
used throughout the prehistoric period The Spanish 
Diggings quarnes in the Hartville Uplift are one of the 
most extensive quarry locations in North America The 
Quarry area alone covers 360 square mits in the plan 
ning area and a much larger areatothe south Extensive 
workshops and campsites surround the quarnes The 
Manville and Oid Woman Creek Hills quarnes in Niobrara 
County are additional areas where similar stone was 
extracted. No quarry sites in the planning area have 
ever been excavated 


Significant rock art sites span much of the Paleo 
Indian, Archaic. and Late Pretustonc. Fourteen rock art 
sites have been minimally recorded in the planning area 
In addition, Medicine Creek Cave in Crook County has 
been more fully investigated. and fieldwork 1s ongoing al 
Whoopup Canyon in Weston County 


The Whoopup Canyon petroglyph area was desig 
nated an ACEC in 1981 The site is an extensive 
complex of rock art panels and associated archeological 
deposits. It is one of the oldest rock art sites in North 
America. National Register nomination forms were 
prepared and submitted in 1976 but returned for neces. 
Sary boundary information. Surveys to determine the 
site boundaries and gather data for a management plan 
began in 1990 and will take several years to complete. 
The site is endangered by continuing natural erosion 
and damage by visitors. An unusually high percentage 
of the panels, 98% of those on public surface, have been 
damaged by visitors. There is no legal access to the 
public lands within the site complex. 


Only nine sites have been recorded from the 
Protohistonc period. This low number of sites is not 
consistent with known protohistoric activity in the area. 
Some Protohistonc sites may be identified as Late 
Prehistonc because no trade goods happen to be found 
on the site surface and a simular lfeway Continued for a 
while into the Protohistoric period. One site classified as 
Late Prehistonc was used last during the Protohistoric. 
The Vore site is recorded on a Cheyenne pictographic 
calendar The Bush-Bunger antelope trap is another 
significant protomstoric site. The V-shaped wings of the 
trap. which were made of juniper. are still partially intact. 
Several other sites have sacred and cultural significance 
to contemporary Natwwe Amencans. While the entire 
Biack Hills are important to Native Americans, a number 
of prominences are special. Devils Tower. Sundance 
Mountain. Little Sundance (Green) Mountain, Inyan 
Kara. the vicinity of the Rawhide Buttes. and Whoopup 
Canyon are known sacred places in the planning area 


Native American Values 


While concerns may be voiced by the general public 
during the public scoping period. the unique legal status 
of American indians. the sovereignty of tribal govern 
ments and the nature of reserved tribal nghts merits 
separate attention The Newcastle planning area may 
contain sites and locales which some of today's indian 
tribes could find significant because of an association 
with tribal history or because of a sites traditional 
religious or Cultural importance to the tribe. Such sites 
are generally deeply rooted in the tribe s history and are 
important in maintaining the Continuing cultural iWentty 
of the tribe 


These sites and locales may be merely natural fea- 
tures Such as specific springs or unusual geologic for. 
mations which are sacred to a tribe. They may also be 
observable man-made features such as rock Cairns. 
stone circles. medicine wheels. or other rock alignments 
generally found on high places. or pictographs or 
petroglyphs. All of these types of sites and locales may 
have been used historically by a tribe for religious 
purposes or may still be used by a tribes traditional 
practitioners. There may also be trails or specific locales 
where historic events have occurred which are impor- 
tant to a tribe's history. Finally. tribal members and 
traditional practioners may traditionally use a particular 
locale for gathering and collecting materials, such as 
medicinal plants or minerals. used for important cultural 
or religious activities. Therefore. traditional gathering 
areas may also be of concern to an Indian tribe. 


Physical affects on a cultural or historical resource 
should not be the only consideration. Because sites and 
locales significant to a tribe may be used for religious 
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purposes. which usually require prayer and meditation. 
affects from auditory and visual impacts must also be 
considered. 


Procedures for identifying sites and locales of con- 
cern to Native Americans requires consultation with the 
appropriate tribal government or with traditional practi- 
tioners of the tribe. While some places may come to light 
by conducting archaeological or historical surveys. the 
existence and significance of locations of concern often 
can be ascertained only through interviews with know!l- 
edgeable Native American users of the area, or through 
other forms of ethnographic research. Executive Order 
No. 13007, “Indian Sacred Sites,” requires that in man- 
aging federal lands, each executive branch agency with 
Statutory or administrative responsibility for manage- 
ment of federal lands shall, to the extent practicable. 
permitted by law. and not clearly inconsistent with es- 
sential agency functions (1) accommodate access to 
and ceremonial use of Indian sacred sites by Indian 
religious practitioners and (2) avoid adversely affecting 
the physical integrity of such sacred sites. 


In complying with Executive Order No. 13007 and 
identifying all other Native American concerns. the BLM 
will follow procedures and guidance established in BLM 
Manual Handbook H-8160-1. “General Procedural Guid- 
ance for Native American Consultation.” 


Historic Period 


Exploration and Fur Trade 


Little is known about the earliest explorers and fur 
trappers in northeastern Wyoming. The area was on the 
fringes of fur trade activity. In 1811, Wilson Price Hunt 
led a party of Astorians along the Little Missouri and 
Belle Fourche rivers en route to Oregon (map 3-1). A 
series of scientific and military expeditions began in 
1853 with Dr. Ferdnand Hayden's geological explora- 
tion. In 1857 Hayden returned accompanying Lieuten- 
ant G. D. K. Warren on an expedition to explore and map 
the Black Hills. Warren's expedition traveled from Fort 
Laramie to Beaver Creek. then continued to Inyan Kara 
and east across the Black Hills. A second expedition 
that gathered scientific data on the area was Captain W. 
F. Reynolds expedition in 1859. Traveling from the 
east, the party traversed the northern Black Hills, then 
traveled north up the Little Missouri River. The next 
major exploration was the Custer expedition in 1874. 
which resulted in discovering gold and disrupting the 
temporary balance of Indians versus white settlers that 
was established by the treaty of 1868. To verify the gold 
discoveries and ascertain their extent, geologist W. P. 
Jenney traveled north from Cheyenne in 1875 to a 
trading post on Beaver Creek, which was renamed 
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Jenney Stockade. Jenney continued up Beaver Creek 
and followed Custer's trail east into the Black Hills. 


These early explorations left few traces in the archeo- 
logical record. 


Trails and Transportation 


As soon as the Black Hills were opened for mining in 
1876. the Cheyenne to Black Hills Stage Line was 
initiated (map 3-1). During the first year, the stages 
traveled north of Lusk to Hat Creek Station. then veered 
northeast to the southern Black Hills. This line was soon 
abandoned and a route up the west side of the Black Hills 
was established. Called the Black Hills Wagon Road or 
the Cheyenne to Deadwood Stage Road. this route was 
used from 1877 to 1887. innortheastern Weston County 
two branches were used. One extended directly north- 
east across the mountains: the other skirted the edge of 
the Black Hills to Sundance and continued east along 
the Red Valley. The stage route was used long enough 
to leave traces in areas where subsequent roads have 
not obliterated them. Although only the Hat Creek stage 
Station still has a standing structure. archeological re- 
mains can be expected at all of the stations. The Jenny 
Stockade building is also intact. but it was moved to 
Newcastle. 


From 1868 to 1897 cattlemen used the Texas Trail to 
move cattle from Texas to Montana. The trail extended 
south to north across the planning area Because the 
cattle spread out and used various routes. it is difficult to 
find well-defined traces of the main route or secondary 
trails. 


The first railroad that entered northeastern Wyoming 
was a line of the Burlington and Missouri River Railroad. 
The line was extended to Newcastle from Grand island, 
Nebraska. in 1889. only after sufficient coal was discov- 
ered at Cambria to run the steam engines. By 1891. the 
rail line reached Moorcroft and continued west across 
the Powder River Basin. Rail service to Aladdin was also 
associated with coal mining. A narrow gauge spur line 
connected Aladdin to the Chicago and Northwestern 
Railway at Belle Fourche, South Dakota 


Mining and Industry 


The initial impetus for historic settlement of the plan- 
ning area was the Black Hills gold rush. Only three early 
mining districts were in the planning area. The districts 
were remote from the main transportation routes and 
therefore were not fully developed. Placer mining began 
on Sand Creek in 1875, the first year of the gold rush. 
followed by quartz vein mining on Mineral Hill. Mineral 
Hill was across the border from the Tinton mining area 
in South Dakota. The Black Butte District southeast of 
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Sundance. prospected in 1879. produced some gold 
and silver, while the Bear Lodge District. centered around 
Warren Peak. produced copper and gold. 


The first oi! discoveries in the planning area were oil 
springs near Newcastle. As early as 1878. oil was 
skimmed off settling ponds and hauled to the Dead- 
wood-Lead area for lubricating mining equipment. Oi! 
seeps near Moorcroft were discovered around 1884 
The demand from mining towns was sufficient that 60 
wells had been drilled by 1887. Moorcroft became the 
first developed oil field in the Powder River Basin and 
sold oil to the mines for $28.00 a barrel. The Rockyford 
Field in Crook County began producing oil in 1909. The 
Thornton and Lance Creek fields were started in 1915 
and 1918. and the following year the Mule Creek. 
Osage. and Wakeman Fiats fields were operating. Pedro. 
Ant Hills, and Dewey Dome were all post-World War | 
developments. Several of the fields are historically 
important and may contain features eligible for the 
National Register of Historic Places 


Coal was discovered at Aladdin between 1875 and 
1880 and was mined by early settlers for domestic use 
Peak production was between 1898 and 1S09 when the 
coal was used to fuel locomotives. Coal at Cambria near 
Newcastle had been reported in the late 1870s or early 
1880s and was first prospected in 1886 to determine 
whether it was sufficient to fuel the railroad. The first coal 
shipment in 1889 enabled the railroad to reach Newcastle 
that year. The Cambria mines operated from 1889 until 
1928 and produced coke for gold smelters in Deadwood 
in addition to fuel for locomotives and domestic use 


Around the edge of the Black Hills from Newcastle to 
Aladdin, small wagon mines provided coal for local 
ranchers and settlers around the turn of the century 


Bentonite was also discovered prior to 1900. In 1897 
a pit near Newcastle shipped raw clay. Mining in the 
extensive Clay Spur District began before 1903. Pro 
cessing plants were first constructed m the 1920s 
Uranium was first discovered in Wyoming in 1918 and 
was associated with copper and siiver ore at the Silver 
Cliff Mine near Lusk 


Other early industrial activity. such as salt extraction 
and logg'ng. supported mining and settlements as early 
as the 1870s 


Ranching and Homesteading 


As soon as the treaty of 1876 opened up the area to 
Anglo-American settlement. commercial buffalo hunt- 
ers swarmed over the Powder River Basin and killed 
most of the buffalo by the fall of 1878. Cattlemen then 
began moving herds into the area. A number of large 
ranches were established in all three counties in 1878. 


The large ranches were in open country along major 
streams, including the Little Missouri River, Belle Fourche 
River, Cheyenne River, Lance Creek, Old Woman Creek. 
and Beaver Creek. Smaller ranchers and settlers moved 
to the streams along the edge of the Black Hills. 


Homesteads are the most frequent kinds of historic 
sites found in the planning area. 


FOREST RESOURCES 


An inventory of the forested land was completed in 
1980. From analysis of this inventory. 8% of planning 
area (25.300 acres) is classified as forestlands. Within 
the forestlands. 62% (15.800 acres) is classified as 
commercial. and the remaining 38% (8.693 acres) is 
Classified as nonproductive. On the commercial forest- 
lands. the seedlings saplings class accounts for 2% 
(374 acres). the pole class accounts for 29% (4,686 
acres). while the remaining 69% (10.747 acres) is saw- 
timber. Commercial forestlands are defined as being 
capable of producing at least 20 cubic feet of growth per 
acre per year of a tree species suitable for commercial 
wood products. Noncommercial forestiand is land that 
has less than 20 cubic feet of growth per acre per year 
or is Capable of growing only noncommercial tree spe 
cies. Appendix G provides additional information about 
the forest resources in the planning area 


Forested public lands are concentrated along the 
Wyoming South Dakota state line in Weston and Crook 
counties. Small. isolated. scattered tracts of public 
forestlands intermixed with private land are along the 
west and northwestern portion of the Black Hills in Crook 
County. In the Hat Creek Breaks and the German Hills 
areas ‘1 Niobrara County there are also small tracts of 
forested public lands 


Ponderosa pine (Pinus ponderosa) is the predomi. 
nate commercial sawtimber species found in the re- 
source area. Noncommercial species which may be 
found in association with the ponderosa pine are Rocky 
Mountain juniper, paper birch, bur oak. plains cotton. 
wood. and quaking aspen 


The 25.300 acres of forestiand are classified to one of 
four forest management categories 


Lands available for intensive management of for- 
est products are areas where forest management 
is the primary use and where other resource uses 
or values occur but are not emphasized (0 acres). 


Lands available for restricted management of for- 
est products are areas where multiple use or other 
resource values are emphasized, but timber har- 
vest occurs (15.800 acres). 
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Lands where the forest management is for the 
enhancement of other uses are areas where forest 
management activities are specifically for the ben- 
efit of other identified resource uses or values 
(9.083 acres). 


Forestiands not available for management of for- 
est products are areas where no forest manage- 
ment is planned (417 acres). 


During the past decade. about 1.600 acres (10%) of 
the commercial forest acres have been harvested using 
a two- or three-cut shelterwood harvest. commercial, 
and precommercial thinning. This is the accepted silvi- 
cultural practice in harvesting ponderosa pine. The 
harvest of trees is done with rubber-tired skidders or 
whole tree mechanical harvesters 


In the mid-1980s when funding became available. 
timber stand improvement and precommercial thinning 
began to treat the backlog of overstocked stands which 
were identified as needing treatment. At this time, some 
1.200 acres have had some type of treatment. A 
maintenance level of about 60 acres is being treated 
annually. This level varies year to year with available 
funding 


The major wood product users in the planning area 
are sawmills located in Newcastle, Hulett. and Spearfish. 
South Dakota. These mills receive most of their supply 
of timber from the Black Hills National Forest with the 
remaining supply coming from private. state. and BLM- 
administered public lands. 


Minor forest products (fuelwood. post and poles. and 
Christmas trees) are sold on a public demand basis. The 
demand for these forest products in the past has been 
small to nonexistent and has been met by the Forest 
Service (FS) or private landowners. 


GEOLOGY AND MINERAL 
RESOURCES 


Geology 


The planning area lies within the Great Plains geo- 
morphic province and encompasses portions of three 
geological provinces: the Black Hills uplift. the Powder 
River Basin, and the Hartville uplift (map 3-2). 


The Black Hills are a broad northward-trending anti- 
Clinal uplift about 200 miles long flanked by the Powder 
River Basin to the west and southwest and the Williston 
Basin to the northeast (map 3-2: Robinson, Mapel, and 
Bergendah! 1964). The overall structure of this domal 
uplift is that of a broad anticline/nose whose axis plunges 
at alow angle northward. The dip on the east side of this 
nose is gentle and northeastward: on the west side it is 
gentle and northwestward (Knechte! and Patterson 1962) 


& 


/ 


The Black Hills were formed by the erosion of this 
dome-shaped uplift during Laramide time and consist of 
a Precambrian core flanked by younger Paleozoic and 
Mesozoic sedimentary rocks. The successive geologic 
formations generally crop out in parallel arcuate belts 
that are convex toward the north and extend eastward 
across the district. The oldest rocks are exposed in the 
south-central part: the youngest are along the Aortheast 
and northwest margins. This general pattern ‘s inter- 
rupted locally by anticlinal and synclinal flexures, the 
axis of which tends to parallel the arcuate belts, and by 
many small normai faults 


The Black Hills uplift is separated from the Powder 
River Basin by the Black Hills monocline, a steep west- 
ward-dipping flexure which trends northwest across 
Weston and Crook counties. becoming a fault at its 
deepest point (map 3-2). It serves essentially as a 
boundary between gently dipping rocks of the Black Hills 
uplift and adjoining gently dipping rocks of the Powder 
River Basin. Sedimentary rocks of primarily Cretaceous 
age on the eastern or uplifted side of the Black Hills 
monocline are deformed by northward or northwest- 
ward-trending anticlines and synclines and by nearly 
circular domes (Robinson. Mapel, and Bergendah! 1964). 
These anticlinal structures are found throughout Crook 
County. Those present along the western and northern 
boundaries have produced economic quantities of oil 
and gas (USDI, BLM 1981c) 


The Powder River Basin to the west of the Black Hills 
monocline is a deep, asymmetric, mildly deformed. 
synciinal basin. It encompasses most of the northeast- 
ern corner ot Wyoming and a small portion of southeast- 
ern Montana (map 3-2). Steeply dipping to overturned 
strata form hogbacks flanking the western margin of the 
basin, while on the eastern margin the strata are rela- 
tively undisturbed and dip gently westward off the Black 
Hills uplift (Strickland 1958). More then 13,000 feet of 
Phanerozoic sediments overlie the Precambrian base- 
ment in the Powder River Basin (Ayers 1986). 


The general configuration of the Powder River Basin 
developed in Early Permian time with local structures 
forming soon afterward. However. the present structure 
of the basin is the result of the late Cretaceous to early 
Tertiary Laramide Orogeny. Laramide deformation pro- 
duced strong regional asymmetry. with the major part of 
the basin dipping southwest at about two degrees (Berg 
and Tenney 1967). The basin is bounded by zones of 
stronger deformation along the margins of the Black 
Hills and Hartville uplifts and the Big Horn Mountains. In 
these structural belts, gentile to sharp anticlinal closures 
were formed, probably along lines of structural weak- 
ness that were present at a much earlier date (Berg and 
Tenney 1967) 
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The Hartville Hills area is a broad northeast-trending 
uplift 15 to 23 miles wide and 35 to 40 miles long 
extending from Guernsey on the southwest to Manville 
and Lusk on the north and northwest (map 3-2: Condra. 
Reed. and Scherer 1950). It was formed by the erosion 
of uplifted Precambrian and Paleozoic age rocks. form- 
ing deep canyons and valleys containing late Tertiary 
deposits. remnants of an older upland surface. The 
upturned edges of the sedimentary strata surrounding 
the Hartville Hills form asymmetrical foothill ndges with 


inward-facing slopes 


Rawhide Butte. the northern extension of the Hartville 
Hills in southwestern Niobrara County. nses abruptly 
more than 1,000 feet above the surrounding plains to an 
altitude of about 6.100 feet. North of Rawhide Butte. 
rocks of the Hartville Hills extend as a low but well- 
defined ridge as far as the Niobrara River. North of the 
river, a few isolated outcrops of simular strata indicate 
that the hills once had a greater northward extension 
(Whitcomb 1965). 


Leasable Minerals 


Coal 


Coal leasing and development activities are not Cur- 
rently being conducted in the planning area. However. 
coal mining was an important part of Weston County's 
economy between 1889 and 1928. Bituminous coal of 
coking quality was mined ai Cambria, 5 miles north of 
Newcastle, on a spur of ihe Burlington Railroad (map 3- 
1). The coal bed. located within the Lower Cretaceous 
Lakota Formation. averaged about five feet thick. The 
coal was mined out of five separate mines with total 
production amounting to 12.464,047 short tons (Rich. 
Pish. and Knell 1988). Much of the coal was used 
directly by the railroad. and coke was supplied to smelt 
ers in the northern Biack Hills and elsewhe:e between 
1891 and 1903. Small quantities of the same bituminous 
coal were mined at Aladdin in Crook County between 
1898 and 1909 for domestic use and for the Chicago and 
Northwestern Railway. There has been no recorded 
production in 2ny of these areas since 1935 


Spcradic prospecting for additional minable deposits 
ncecurred in the early 1900s. but no new workable 
deposits were discovered (map 3-1). Coal deposits in 
the planning area appear to be restricted to relatively thin 
(one to seven feet) beds of the Lakota and Fall River 
formations and are not considered to be economic tor 
mining purposes (map 3-3). Coal production has shifted 
to the center of the Powder River Basin in Campbell 
County where production is from beds of high-quality. 
low sulfur sub-bitumuinous coal in Tertiary strata (Wasatch 
and Fort Union formations) 


it tS NOt anticipated that coal leasing activities will 
occur in the planning area as long as abundant supphes 
of high quality sub-bituminous coal are available in 
nearby Campbell County. 


Oil and Gas 


The following is a summary of o# and gas activity in 
the Newcastle area. The reader is encouraged to turn to 
appendix H for a much more complete description of o1! 
and gas activity and processes. Appendix | presents the 
reasonably foreseeable development scenario fo: oil 
and gas activity 


The planning area covers the eastern Powder River 
Basin. which is the most prolific oil-producing basin in 
the Rocky Mountains. The earliest reported discovery in 
the area is the Moorcroft Field near Moorcroft. Wyoming 
in Crook County. Eleven geologic formations are pro- 
Guctive in the area. and well depths range trom very 
shallow (less than 100 feet) in the Newcastle and Osage 
areas to almost 11.000 feet in western Niobrara County. 


The United States owns 2.12 million acres of oi! anc 
gas land in the area. This acreage is 43% of the total 
planning area and is interspersed with nonfederal oil and 
gas ownership. In the area, there are 0.29 million acres 
of BLM-admuinistered public lands. Other federal agen- 
cies administer 0.42 million surface acres in the area 
(figure 3-3). 


in November 1990. 3.578 oil and gas leases covering 
1.52 million acres were in effect in the planning area. Of 
the leases in effect. 702 were productive (0.21 million 
acres) and 2.876 were not productive (1.31 millon 
acres) 


Federal oi! and gas lease sales are held every two 
months. The amount of acreage sold in the Newcastle 
planning area from February 1989 through August 1991 
(16 sales) is shown in figure 3-4. The total bonus from 
these sales is shown in figure 3-5. About half of the 
bonus money received from these sales is returned to 
the State of Wyoming 


Seismic exploration is a process where energy is 
transmitted into the subsurface (usually by explosives or 
low frequency vibrations) and the reflected energy waves 
are recorded and electronically processed. The pro- 
cessed seismic protile shows the rock layers of the earth 
and is useful in locating oil and gas reservoirs. There 
were about 13 miles of seismic exploration on BLM 
administered public lands in 1989 and 9.1 miles in 1990 


Before drilling operations can begin. an application 
for permit to drill (APD) must be approved by the autho 
rized officer. An average of 65 APDs per year were 
approved by the authorized officer from 1987 through 
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Figure 3-3 


Surface and Mineral Ownership 
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Acres Offered and Leased 


Figure 3-4 
Oil and Gas Lease Sale Results 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONWENT 


1992. During calendar years 1987 through 1992 an 
average of 47 federal wells per year were Grilled in the 
area. and 67 federal welis per year were abandoned. 


Oil production from the area averaged abou: 7.7 
million barrels per year from 1987 through 1991. This 
represents about 7.1% of the state's oil production. Gas 
production is a relatively mincr 2.9% of the state's total. 


in 1989 about 57% (4.89 million barrels of oil) of the 
oi! production and 60% (2.03 billion cubic feet of gas) of 
the gas production in the area were from federal leases. 
communuitized areas. or units. The amount of federal oil 
production has increased both absolutely and relatively 
in the past few years 


During calendar years 1987 through 1992 there was 
an average of 1.026 (43% of all productive welis) pro- 
ductive tederal oil and gas wells in the area. There were 
also 184 service injection wells and 149 shut-in wells, for 
a total of 1.359 nonpiugged federal wells. 


Production operations and facilities that involve fed- 
eral munerals must meet federal requirements and are 
subject to BLM inspection and enforcement (1&E) regu- 
lations. High priority items are inspected at least once 
per year 


Federal oil and gas unit and communitization agree- 
ments (CAs) are administered and approved by the 
BLM's Reservoir Management Group. Changes in unit 
or CA operator are not approved unless the Newcastle 
Field Office manager has determined that bond cover- 


age is adequate 


Locatable Minerals 


Locatable minerais are “those valuable mineral de- 
posits which are not included under the mineral leasing 
acts and do not include common varieties of sand. stone. 
gravel. cinders. pumice. and clay (Maley 1985). Mining 
ciaims. either placer or lode. are staked for locatable 
minerals 


At the field office level. surface-disturbing activities 
under jurisdiction of the 43 CFR 3809 regulations are 
reviewed on a case-by-case basis. All surface-disturb- 
iNg activities ON Mining Claims require a notice submitted 
to BLM tor a cumulative disturbance of five acres or less 
and a plan of operations for disturbances of more than 
five acres. No notification is required for casual use 
(nonmechanized: for example. pick and shovel). All 
Operations. casual use, notice of intent. or plan of 
Operations must comply with all federal and state laws 
pertaining to air quality, water quality, solid wastes, 
fisheries. wildlife and plant habitat. cultural and paleon- 
tological resources, and protection of survey monu- 
ments (43 CFR 3809.2). 
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Mining activities are regulated under 43 CFR 3809 to 
prevent undue degradation of surface resources and to 
ensure reasonable reclamation of disturbed sites on 
federal lands. The BLM conducts regular (twice yearly 
minimum) field monitoring inspections of mining activi- 
ties on federal surface to ensure Compliance and to 
check for unauthorized use. 


All public lands are open to exploration for locatabie 
minerals except those withdrawn to protect other re- 
source values and uses or those lands with acquired 
minerals status. Acquired minerals are subject to leas- 
ing under 43 CFR 3500. The only areas under BLM 
jurisdiction in Newcastle Fleid Office area which are 
Currently closed to the operation of the mining laws are 
BOR lands at Keyhole Reservoir in Crook County. 


BLM has limited management authority over mining 
Claim operations conducted under the General Mining 
Law of 1872. These operations are managed using the 
surface regulations in 43 CFR 3809. BLM is required to 
prevent unnecessary and undue degradation of public 
lands and provide for reasonable reclamation by apply- 
ing the 43 CFR 3809 regulations and any agreements 
made with the Wyoming DEQ pursuant to those reguila- 
tions. 


Tnere are approximately 1.800 active placer mining 
Claims in the area. with bentonite. uranium, and gypsum 
being the principal locatable minerals. Presently. only 
bentonite is being mined. 


Bentonite 


In the planning area there are two principle bentonite 
mining areas. the northern Biack Hills, or Colony Mining 
District. and the Clay Spur Mining District (map 3-4). The 
northern Black Hills bentonite mining district comprises 
an irregularly shaped area of about 980 square miles 
extending about 60 miles along the north side of the 
Black Hills of Wyoming and South Dakota into Montana. 
Within this district. many beds of bentonite occur inter- 
spersed with sedimentary strata of Cretaceous age 
(figure 3-6) that have an average thickness of about 
3,000 feet and consist chiefly of marine shale, marl, and 
argillaceous sandstone (Knechtel and Patterson 1962). 
In the northern Black Hills mining district. the important 
commercial beds are the Clay Spur bed at the top of the 
Mowry Shale and the E and F beds in the lower part of 
the Belle Fourche Shale. These beds average two and 
one-half to three feet thick. 


The Clay Spur District is located in the south-central 
part of Crook County and the north-central part of 
Weston County extending from Keyhole Reservoir on 
the Belle Fourche River south to Osage, Wyoming. The 
mining area is a narrow sinuous belt approximately 30 
miles long encompassing about 100 square miles which 
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Figure 3-6 
General Stratigraphic Chart 
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iS mostly confined to the outcrop area of the Upper 
Cretaceous Belle Fourche Shale. itis 5 miles across at 
its widest point north of Upton. Wyoming. Outcropping 
Cretaceous formations dip gently southwestward at 2 
to 3 throughout the district. At the northern and south- 
ern ends of the district. the dip abruptly increases to 20 
or more, Making mining unfeasible. Nearly all bentonite 
production in the Clay Spur District comes from the Clay 
Spur bed of the Mowry Shale. Another bentonite bed in 
the lower part of the Belle Fourche Shale (bed E) has 
produced a small quantity of bentonite. A very minor 
amount of bentonite also has been mined from the 
Newcastle Formation. but none of the operations were 
commercially successful (Davis 1965). 


Some bentonite mining out of the Belle Fourche and 
Mowry shales has also occurred in the extreme south- 
east corner of Weston County and the extreme north- 
east corner of Niobrara County 


The Black Hills region. which includes both of these 
districts. accounts for about 45% of total United States 
sodium bentonite production (Allison 1988}. 


Exploration for and development of new bentonite 
reserves iS a Continuing process in Crook and Weston 
counties (map 3-4). Exploration activities are scattered 
throughout Crook County with the exception of the 
southeastern quarter. In Weston County most explora- 
tion activity iS primarily in the north-central part of the 
county. with a little occurring in the southeastern corner 
near the South Dakota border. Bentonite deposits in the 
planning area generally occur at depth. but often can 
Crop Out in the area. 


Active claims for bentonite are spread throughout 
Crook. Weston. and Niobrara counties. Adetailed listing 


of these claims with respect to location, type, and 
claimant name ts contained on microfiche on the Geo- 
graphic Index in the Newcastle Field Office and is 
updated quarterly. The primary bentonite claimants in 
the area are American Colloid Company and Bentonite 
Corporation (formerly NL Baroid Company). Active 
mining of bentonite is occurring mainly on private sur- 
face and private minerals in Crook and Weston counties. 
There is one mining operation (by American Colloid 
Company) near Upton which is on public land with 
acquired mineral status administered under a mining 
lease by BLM. Casper Field Office. American Colloid 
Company and Bentonite Corporation both have bento- 
nite mills at Upton and Colony. 


Since about half of the bentonite produced in Wyo- 
ming is sold to the drilling mud industry. the bentonite 
industry has been in a slump in recent years due to the 
decrease in oil and gas exploration activity. Pelletizing 
and foundry sandbonding make up the bulk of the 
remainder of uses 


It is estimated that there is at least 100 million tons of 
bentonite reserves in the Black Hills region (Allison 
1988). Total bentonite production out of Crook and 
Weston counties in 1989 was 1.123.151 tons (table 3-3) 
Under current management conditions. activity in the 
bentonite segment of the locatabie minerals program 
can be expected to remain about the same in the 
foreseeable future (five to ten years). Lifting the with- 
drawal status of lands at the west end of Keyhole 
Reservoir in Crook County could result in some explora- 
tion ard mining activity out of some 30-year-old pits 
which may have some minable quantities of bentonite 
left. Another boom in the oil and gas industry in the future 
could be expected to Cause a significant increase in 
activity 


TABLE 3-3 
BENTONITE PRODUCTION IN CROOK AND WESTON COUNTIES IN 1989 


Facilities Number of Production 


Operator Mine Name County Operated Employees (tons) 
American Colloid Company Colony East Mill Crook bentonite mill 27 260.492 
American Colloid Company Colony West Mill Crook bentonite mill 26 209,252 
American Colloid Company Colony Mine Crook open pit 28 

bentonite mine 
American Colloid Company Upton Mill Weston bentonite mill 46 310,832 
American Colloid Company Upton Mine Weston open pit 13 
bentonite mine 
Bentonite Corporation Colony Mill Crook bentonite mill 62 342,575 
Colony Mine Crook open pit 15 
bentonite mine 1,123,151 
* Shown at mill. 


SOURCE: WOSIM 1990. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Gypsum 


Gypsurn beds 10 to 30 feet thick occur in the Spearfish 
Formation and crop out almost continually around the 
Black Hills. Gypsum in beds 25 to 40 feet thick occur in 
the Minnelusa Formation in eastern Crook County and 
have only been used for fabrication into art objects. In 
the past. short-lived plaster mills have been operated in 
several Black Hills towns, including Sundance, Wyo- 
ming. At present. production is only occurring near 
Rapid City. South Dakota (Gries 1974). 


Uranium 


The only other known significant locatable mineral in 
the planning area is uranium, but there is no active 
mining of uranium taking place. Past commercial mining 
has occurred in Crook and Niobrara counties. 


Map 3-5 shows mining districts, abandoned or inac- 
tive mines. and occurrences or prospect locations for 
uranium. Commercial deposits of uranium in Wyoming 
were first discovered in 1918 in Niobrara County at the 
Silver Cliff Mine. located 1/2 mile west of Lusk. Several 
small shipments were made from this mine in 1918. 
1922. and during the 1950s and 1960s (Elevatorski 
1976). During the 1950s, two uranium mines were 
opened in the Lance Creek area. However. very little 
uranium was produced from either of these mines. and 
they are presently inactive (USD!I, BLM 1981b). 


The primary uranium mining district is the Black Hills 
mining district. Located in Crook County. it contains five 
subdistricts: Elkhorn Creek, Hulett Creek (New Haven) 
Barlow Canyon. Carlile. and Aladdin (map 3-5). Com- 
mercial deposits of uranium in Crook County were first 
discovered in 1952 near Carlile. Wyoming. From 1953 
to 1966, 90% of the total production (2.7 million pounds 
of uranium) came from the Hulett Creek and Carlile 
districts (Elevatorski 1976). The Hauber Mine. in the 
Hulett Creek district, was the largest mine in the northern 
Black Hills. It accounted for 83% of the uranium pro- 
duced in the area (Chenoweth 1988). From 1953 
through 1968, mines on 29 properties in the northern 
Black Hills produced 719.911 tons of ore averaging 
0.22% uranium and containing 3.151.474 pounds of 
uranium (Chenoweth 1988). 


A|| uranium ore produced in Crook County has come 
from fluvial sandstones and conglomerates of the Lower 
Cretaceous Lakota Formation and in marginal marine 
sandstones and siltstones of the overlying Fall River 
Formation. All of the major mining districts in Crook 
County are located near paleochannels, which may 
have acted as conduits for mineralizing solutions. Where 
the fine-grained materials have eroded, groundwaters 
have migrated through fluvial sandstones into a reduc- 
ing environment conducive to deposition of uranium 
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minerals. Production from Niobrara County has been 
from stream-deposited, conglomeratic, sandstone lenses 
of the Tertiary White River Group (USDI, BLM 1981b). 


In Weston County minor amounts of uranium have 
been extracted from two prospect areas about 10 miles 
southeast of Newcastle from sandstones of the Fall 
River Sandstone. 


Surface outcrops of the Fall River and Lakota sand- 
stones occur throughout the planning area. but little or 
no active exploration for uranium is occurring Most, if 
not all, of the claims located for uranium are inactive at 
this time. 


Exploration in the northern Black Hills during the 
uranium boom of the late 1970s identified additional ore 
deposits which could be developed in the future 
(Chenoweth 1988). Although the potential for discovery 
and development of significant new uranium deposits in 
Crook and Weston counties is fairly high, the amount of 
activity in uranium exploration cannot be expected to 
increase in the foreseeable future (five to ten years). 


Metallic Minerals 


Three metallic mineral districts. made up of Tertiary 
alkalic igneous complexes. are located in Crook County 
(map 3-6). Their names and types of deposits are as 
follows: 


1. Bear Lodge Mountains — low-grade gold and rare 
earth deposits. 


2. Black Buttes complex — galena. silver, lead. zinc. 
and traces of gold. 


3. Mineral Hill — anomalous amounts of gold. cassiter- 
ite. magnetite. and columbite-tantalite (Hause! and 
Sutherland 1988) 


All of these districts are located on FS lands. and no 
commercial production is known to be occurring. 


Stream sediment samples testing uranium potential 
of Cretaceous sandstones along the western margin of 
the Black Hills uplift compiled by Albert (1986) revealed 
anomalous gold values in western Crook County and 
northeastern Weston County. Gold content ranged 
between 0.20 to 0.41 parts per million (ppm). The 
Original source of the gold is believed to be volcanic ash 
falis. It is not known whether any of this gold is present 
in commercial quantities 


Salable Minerals 


Salable minerals include. but are not limited to, com- 
mon varieties of sand, stone. gravel, pumice, cinders, 
Clay, and petrified wood. Disposal is authorized by the 
Mineral Materials Act of 1947, as amended. Historically, 
salable minerals have been used in the planning area for 
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building materials. road surfaces, and tools. Today. 
mineral materials are used primarily for building and 
maintaining roads and activities associated with the oil 
and gas industry. 


In the Newcastle area there are several different 
forms of stone aggregate materials which are used for 
construction projects: sand and gravel, sandstone. 
shale. limestone and dolomite, and igneous and meta- 
morphic rocks (granitic gneiss). 


Sources of mineral materials for aggregate are more 
readily available in Weston and Crook counties than in 
Niobrara County. Deposits of sand and gravel. lime- 
stone, and shale are scattered throughout Weston and 


Crook counties and are used primarily as aggregate 
materials for road surfacing by state and county agen- 
cies (map 3-7). A few gravel deposits are present in 
terraces along drainage and in some sandstone out- 
crops in the northern part of Niobrara County. In the 
southern part of the county a large amount of limestone 
iS present which could be quarried and crushed for 
aggregate use. A granite outcrop at Bald Butie in 
southern Niobrara County contains material which could 
be used as railroad ballast. 


Specific mineral material types and their locations 
within the planning area by County are listed in table 3-4. 








TABLE 3-4 
MINERAL MATERIAL TYPES AND LOCATIONS 
___ County ___ Type of Deposit — — oeatiom 
Crook Terrace sand and gravel along drainages: scattered throughout the county 
Shale northwestern portion of the county 
Alluvial sano and gravel western and northeastern portions of the county along 
drainages 
Limestone eastern portion of county along flanks of Black Hills 
Weston Ailuvial sand and gravel along drainages: scattered throughout the county 
Shale western 2/3rds of county 
Limestone along eastern border of county along the flanks of Biack 
Hills 
Terrace sand and gravel sparse deposits in eastern portion of county along 
flanks of Black Hills 
Niobrara Alluvial sand and gravel along drainages in the northern portion of the county 


Limestone 


At the field office level, disposal of mineral materials 
iS ON a Case-by-case basis. Applications for salable 
minerals are reviewed and processed on a case-by- 
case basis as they are received. Appropriate surface 
disturbance mitigation requirements are included in the 
permits (appendix E). 


Regular field monitoring inspections of salable min- 
eral permit areas are conducted biannually to ensure 
compliance and to check for unauthorized use. Material 
sites average between three and five acres, and sites 
may be active under various (or successive) permits for 
from one to ten years. Site reclamation is initiated after 
the mineral material is removed 


itis the field office's policy to provide sand. gravel, and 
stone from federal mineral deposits as necessary to 
meet the needs for construction and maintenance projects 
in the planning area (USDI, BLM 1981). Although 


southern portion of the county 
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demand for mineral materials in Crook. Weston. and 
Niobrara counties is low, the maintenance and construc- 
tion of roadways are necessary to create and maintain 
a viable economic base for the resource area. 


Activity in the mineral material program in the 
Newcastle Field Office area has been limited in recent 
years due to the downswing in the economy, locally and 
statewide. The location of a good portion of the mineral 
deposits is on private surface. 


The primary uses of federal minerals are in the form 
of free use permits (FUPs) issued to county road and 
bridge departments. The majority of the FUPs issued 
are in Crook and Weston counties. Mineral materials 
permit activity, as of February 1991, for the three coun- 
ties is shown in table 3-5. Total production from active 
case files is shown in table 3-6. There are currently no 
community pits or Common use areas in the resource 
area. 
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TABLE 3-5 
FREE-USE PERMIT ACTIVITY 
Free 
Use Sand 
County Permits Sales andGravel Shales Limestone 
Crook 2 0 0 2 0 
Weston 2 1 1 1 1 
Niobrara 1 0 1 0 0 
TABLE 3-6 most sensitive factors affecting construction costs, and 
TOTAL PRODUCTION FROM nearby sources of aggregate material are an economic 
FREE-USE PERMITS —— 
The amount of activity in the planning area's mineral 
pa ‘ a , materials program Cannot be expected to increase in the 
Mineral a . ( 7 ic yards) — (& secant ) foreseeable future unless economic conditions in the 
Sand and gravel 2.700 10 resource area and Wyoming improve. particularly the oil 
Shale 113,299 24 Gs eee. 
30 Geothermal Steam 


Limestone 


The recent conversion of Wyoming State Highway 
Deparinent FUPs to Titie 23 Letter of Consent actions 
has impacted activity and decreased the number of 
permit areas. The existence of split estate and isolated 
federal lands (lands surrounded by private surface) 
significantly impedes the mineral materials program 


Throughout the planning area access to the majority 
of mineral material sites necessitates negotiation with 
the surface owner. More than 50% of the mineral 
materiai requirements are being met by private sources. 


Management opportunities, as identified in the MFP 
and the unit resource analysis (URA). consist of acquir- 
ing more detailed information on the occurrence of 
aggregate deposits in the planning area and addressing 
problems related to access (for example, split estate and 
land use patterns). Some documentation on mineral 
material sites on public lands within the planning area 
has been done. The report, “Aggregate Materials of the 
Newcastle Resource Area” was completed in 1978 (Tho- 
mas). Overlays of each county showing areas of iden- 
tified and unidentified economic resources was Com- 
piled in conjunction with the unit resource analysis in 
1979 and are located in the Newcastle Field Office 
(USDI, BLM 1981, 1981a, 1981b). More detailed 
documentation, such as a map of each county identifying 
aggregate sites on public lands, particularly those near 
public roads, is needed. Field verification of these sites 
would be desirable. also. The most critical economic 
factor in the selection of material sites (by industry) is 
transportation distance. Transportation costs are the 
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The eastern portion of the planning area lies within 
the Madison aquifer. However. no data is available as 
to whether subsurface temperatures and pressures are 
suitable for geothermal steam production 


Geologic Hazards 


Geologic hazards occur in many forms 2nd to varying 
degrees in the planning area (map 3-8). The most acute 
geologic hazard is hydrogen sulfide gas liberated by o1! 
and gas operations. Other geologic hazards in their 
approximate order of importance are landslides, shrink- 
ing and swelling clays, radon and selenium. earth- 
Quakes. and windblown sand. 


Hydrogen Sulfide 


Hydrogen sulfide is a flammapdie, extremely toxic gas 
that occurs in two areas in the planning area (map 3-9) 
In western Crook and northwestern Weston counties. 
the gas is the result of secondary recovery operations 
and is associated with petroleum tank and treater facil- 
ties in fields undergoing secondary or lertiary recovery 
Hydrogen sulfide occurs in at least 30% of the wells 
Where present. concentrations are usually between 
0.2% and 0.6% (0.6% is lethal) 


In central Niobrara County, hydrogen sulfide occurs 
aS a natural gas in some petroleum reservoirs. Some 
welis have concentrations of 20% or more. gas from one 
well in the Newcastle area is 48% hydrogen sultide. The 
gas May occur in dangerous quantities in all oil and gas 
operations from drilling through plugging and abandon. 
ment. 
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in central Niobrara County where hydrogen sulfide is 
native. a contingency plan ts required for all Grilling, 
workover. and plugging operations that involve potential 
hydrogen sulfide-bearing horizons or federal minerals 
No contingency plan is required for Grilling. workover. or 
plugging operations in Crook or Weston counties 


A radius of exposure 1s analyzed on federal mineral 
production facilities in hydrogen sulfide areas. Basedon 
the results of that analysis. contingency plans may be 
required 


Landslides 


Most landslides are in the Black Hills area of Crook 
County but several have been identified mn other parts of 
the planning area. Maps 3-10. 3-11. and 3-12 are 
generalized landslide maps for each county in the pian- 
ming area (WGS 1989). All types of landsiides. active as 
well as inactive. are shown. 


The BLM has no management directives for hazards 
Caused by landslides. if the BLM receives a request to 
permit an action in a landsiide area. the hazard would be 
addressed at that time 


Shrinking and Swelling Clays. Radon and Selenium 
Earthquakes. and Windbiown Sand 


The extent of these geologic hazards is not known. 
but they are not thought to be extensive in the planning 
area. The BLM also has no specific management pian 
for them 


Shrinking and swelling clays are mainly due to the 
absorption and desorption of water into bentonite. inthe 
planning area, several geologic formations contain ben- 
tonite. Shrinking and swelling Clays can damage struc 
tures if enough water is present to cause swelling. This 
occurs near the surface and C3.) usually be controtied by 
adequate drainage and the amount of water that is 
allowed to contact the bentonite. Radon is a product of 
the natural radioactive decay of uranium and should be 
anticipated in areas with high uranium content. Many 
areas of uranium mineralization are present in the area 
Data on radon and selenium are sparse and only very 
generalized. Background radiation values from Harris 
(1989) do not show any areas of unusually high gamma 
radiation in the planning area 


Selenium in potentially toxc amounts may be present 
in the Newcastle area Case and Cannia (1988) show an 
area extending from northwest to southeast across the 
resource area with geologic formations that have the 
potential to support vegetation that may be highly toxic 
to animals in localized areas (map 3-13). Selenium 
indicator plants are present in the area: however. few if 
any cases of selenium poisoning have occurred 
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Earthquake epicenters have been reported in and 
near the planning area (Case et al. 1990) but none had 
a Magnitude greater than five on the Richter scale. which 
tS the threshold for Gamage. Case (1990) mndicates that 


the earthquake danger in the planning area is low 


Windbiown sand. although present im the Newcastle 


area. appears to be a very minor geologic hazard (map 
3-14) 


Paleontology Resources 


Summary of Paleontological Work in the 
Lance Creek Area 


The first recorded discovery of dinosaurs trom the 
Lance Creek area occurred in 1888. and collecting 
began in 1889. For three years. John B. Hatcher and 
crews trom Yale University excavated Ginosaur skulls 
and skeletons. discovered the first mayor concentrations 
ot Cretaceous mammal teeth. and sent great quantities 
of fossils to museums in the East (Hatcher. 1893. 1896 
Hatcher. Marsh. and Lull 1907). Although hor ed dino 
Saurs were first discovered in Montana mn the 1850s and 
from southwestern Wyormng in 1872. (Hatcher. Marsh 
and Lull 1907). the discoveries at Lance Creek in the 
1880s were the most complete and spectacular 


In the century since the first discovenes al Lance 
Creek. major museums trom all over the United States 
have collected display specimens here—among them 
the Geological Museum. University of Wyomung. Yale 
Peabody Museum the Amencan Museum of Natural 
History (New York City) Princeton University University 
of Kansas. the Field Museum (Chicago). the Carnegie 
Museum (Pittsburgh) the | ‘nversity of California Mu 
seum of Paleontology (Berkeley) and the South Dakota 
Schoo! of Mines. Specimens trom Lance Creek are also 
On display at the United States National Museum and 
even in Europe ; Natural History Museum of Paris Geo 
logical Museum at Delft. Netherlands) 


But museum displays are not the only noteworthy 
fossils trom Lance Creek Many small fossils of mam 
mais. fish. birds. turtles. crocodiles. salamanders. liz 
ards. and plants trom this area have been collected for 
research and study by paleontologists trying to under 
Stand the changes that occurred about 65 mullion years 
ago at the end of the Age of Dinosaurs. Publications by 
Gilmore (1910, 1915. 1916). Clemens (1963. 1966. 
1973). Estes (1964. 19€° “©: Estes and Sanchiz 
(1982). Estes and Berber.u:: | 69). Fox (1976). Car. 
penter (1982). Brodkorb (1963, 1970). and Ostrom and 
Welinhoter (1990) are among the most significam. The 
Lance Formation may also provide information about 
how and why dinosaurs became extinct. Bohor and 
others (1987) have identified a site in eastern Wyoming 
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where they recognize a layer of rock thought to contain 
maternal from a comet or meteorte that hi the earth 
about 65 million years ago. 


Fossils occur in most sedimentary rocks and are 
widespread throughout the Newcastle planning area 
Mos! are invertebrates (armmais without backbones) 
but there are areas where vertebrates (armmals with 
backbones) are well known. We consider vertebrate 
fossils to be significant. nonrenewabie resources. Some 
occurrences of invertebrate and plant fossi's are also 


noteworthy 


The Lance Creek Foss area. nominated by the NPS 
as a NNL in 1966. was enlarged and designated in 1973 
to recognize these resources. Only about 12% of the 
area of the NNL is BLM-admunistered public land surtace 
although we admunster some 70% of the mineral estate 
in thus area The NPS 1s responsible for administering 
and implementing the NNL program 


The Lance Formation in the Lance Creek area has 
produced skulls and skeletons of horned dinosaurs 
Guckbilled dinosaurs. and primitive mammals. Although 
horned Ginosaurs and mammals were found earler in 
other areas. those from Lance Creek were the best. 
preserved specimens known at the time of thei discov. 
ery (Hatcher. Marsh. and Lull 1907). The Amencan 
Museum of Natural History (New York) and the Univer 
sity of Calitorna Museum of Paleontology (Berkeley) 
have collected and Wentified many specimens of fish 
amptubians. turtles. lizards. snails. crocodiles. birds 
and mammals but iittile dinosaur material (Clemens 
1963. 1966. 1973: Estes 1964) Additional locales and 
specimens are stil being Giscovered and described 
(Galton and Sues 1983. Naylor 1983. Carpenter 1982 
Estes and Sanctiz 1982. Whitmore 1985 Fox 1976 
Ostrom and Welinhoter 1990) 


An inventory of paleontological resources in the Lance 
Creek NNL was compiled under contract for us in 1979 
Witham G. Melton of the Department of Geology. Univer 
sity of Montana. summarized published research about 
the Lance Formation and other geologic units in the 
area. Untortunately. this report repeated some earler 
msconceptions and is also now largely out of date 
Current research in the Lance Creek area 1s focused on 
changes in the kinds of animals and plants that lived 
during and after the end of the Age of Dinosaurs 
Scientific debate over the events and Conditions that led 
to dinosaur extinction continues. and rocks in the Lance 
Creek area may represent the Cretaceous Tertiary 
boundary. the transition from the Age of Dinosaurs to the 
Age of Mammals (Bohor et al. 1987) 


Noteworthy fossils have also been found along the 
Hat Creek Breaks. where sediments from the Age of 
Mammals contain skeletons of primitive cats. dogs 
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camels. horses. rodents. and rabbits. Most of these 
arumals are extinct species Dut would still look almost 
tarmhar 


Marine reptiles and fish are found in deposits of 
Mesozoic age (25 to 70 millon years old) throughout the 
Newcastle area. Jurassic Ginosaurs—giant Sauropods. 
the carnivore Allosaurus. and early Guckbills—aiong 
with primitive mammals and other arumais occur in the 
Mornson Formation where @ is exposed around the 
Biack Hills 


HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 


The BLM has committed to the Office of Management 
and Budget to compile an inventory of all hazardous of 
and gas wells for potential hazardous waste contamuna 
ton by 1996 This inventory is to be conducted as the 
first step toward Comphance with federal and state laws 
and reguiations managing hazardous wastes on public 
lands. The planning area has 4.957 oi and gas well 
bores in all stages of completion. abandonment. and 
production Well sites which would have used drilling 
muds with heavy metals would be inspected first. An- 
Other high priority inventory for o and gas feids are 
those fields within 1 mie of municipal water supplies and 
those feids where deep formations are drilled 


LANDS AND REALTY 
Landownership 


The planning area 1s Comprised of approximately 5 
mulhon acres in Crook. Niobrara. and Weston counties 
The BLM administers about 291.000 acres (6%) of 
public lands (BLM-admunistered federal surface and 
mineral estates) The BLM also administers 1 4 mithon 
acres of split estate. federal minerals and nontederal 
surtace (table 1.1 » chapter 1) 


The public lands in the planning area consist primarily 
of small. isolated tracts. There are few areas of concen. 
trated public lands The landownership in the planning 
area is shown on the Surface Ownership map in the 
back pocket of tvs document. Of the public lands in the 


planning area. 60°. have legal access although only 
38°. Nave practical legal vetwcle access 


Land Disposals 


Land disposals in the planning area have been com. 
pleted for both exchanges and sales There were 13 
land sales. totaling 516 acres. from 1985 through 1989 
There were three land exchanges. totaling 2.016 acres. 
trom 1985 through 1990 Appendix B contains a detailed 
discussion of the Casper Field Office s goals for land- 
ownership adjustments 
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Local Gemand for land disposal actions has been low 
because of such things as high market value. process- 
ing twmetrames. lower workload prorty. and lack of 
funding tor processing small parcels (1 to 120 acres) of 
pubic land. if these current practices continue. the 
Gemand tor Grsposal actions would not be expected to 
mcrease Signiicantly 


Land Use Authorizations 


Ali public lands. except some withdrawals and the 
Whoopup Canyon ACEC have been available for nghts- 
of-way and temporary use permits. There are 317 
ngnts-ot-way and 2 temporary use permis affecting 
apprormmmately 4.000 acres of public lands in the plan 
mwng area 


The majority of ngnts of way are granted for access 
roads. pipelnes. and electnical Grstribution lines assoc 
ated with oF and gas wells and production taciimes 
These ngnts-of-way may be temporary (si months to 
two years) for wells which are Ory holes or used for an 
extended period (more than two years) when wells 
produce ov Or gas 


The number of nghts of-way granted averages trom 
10 to 15 per year anc may fluctuate Gepending on the 
level of o and gas actrvities in the area 


bughts-of way are located next to exsting facrites 
whenever possible COMMON use 'S required whenever 
feasible Ubity corndors have not been designated 
because of the scattered pubic land pafiern mm the 
Newcastle area Only exrsting utility and transportation 
ngnts of way have the potential to decrease the need for 
new ngnts.of way routes for example powe. ’nes oF 
Duned telephone cabies that use exrsting road ngnts of 
way 


Outside Influences 


The lands program is strongly infiuenced by the 
actrvites of private landowners of and gas operators 
and utility compares due to the scattered pattern of 
public lands within the planning area The majority of 
land use authorization and o:sposais will continue to be 
influenced by projects which onginate on lands other 
than BLM. administered public lands 


Classifications and Withdrawals 


Classification and withdrawals in the planning area 
are listed in table 3-7. Classifications and withdrawals 
are used to protect resource vaiues or to restrict land use 
authorizations or mineral entry (map 3-15) 
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LIVESTOCK GRAZING 


There are 312 ranch operators that graze livestock on 
the publc land wn the Newcastle area. These ranchers 
generally have a low percentage of public land in thew 
total operation. Many have 5.000- to 10.000-acreranches 
with scattered 40- to 80-acre tracts of public land. Only 
65 operators have leases Contaimwng more than 1.000 
acres of public land 


Approumately 282.900 acres of public land and 48.000 
AUMs are leased for lwestock grazing (table 3-8). An 
AUM equals about 800 pounds of dry forage. Carrying 
Capacities for westock average about 6 acres per AUM 


Lease penods vary im the planning area: however. 
some ten-year grazing leases are being issued. As on 
the-ground monitoring of ranch units obtain information 
on kunds and numbers of livestock and seasons of use. 
more ten year leases will be issued. Exceptions to this 
procedure will be made when private leased land is 
involved. in such cases. the term of the federal lease will 
match the private lease term 


Cow calf operations are the norm im the area. but 
there are some sheep and yearling Callie operations 
Generally the season-ot-use vanes trom year-long to 
fe to Six months (md-May through October) in all 
countes 


Rangeland conditions are o.»nerally good (table 3-8) 
Livestock forage use 1s Basically uniform. but situations 
exst where livestock GistriDutho and thus use Could be 
improved This situation exrsts where livestock waters 
are insutficent especially im rough terrain 


Recent evaluations indicate the trend in range cond: 
tons to be static or improving This conclusion is based 
on professional observation. consultation with Natural 
Resources Conservation Service (NRCS) (formerly the 
So Conservation Service) personne! and local ranch 
ers. use of current NRCS range site guides. and Phase 
| watershed studies The Phase | watershed studies 
gathered basic data for sols. vegetation. and erosion on 
about 67.000 acres in Niobrara County in 1978 


The predominant vegetation type in the planning area 
'S Sagebrush grassiands However the vegetation 
ranges trom sparse saltbus and grass on shaley sovls 
of the plains to timbered areas of junwper and pine 
occurning On ndges and in rougher areas 


RECREATION RESOURCES 


Recreation activites on public land in the resource 
area are unstructured and dispersed in nature There 
are NO Geveloped recreation sites in the planning area 
The main recreational activity 1s hunting. primarily for 
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Classification 
or Withdrawal 


Coal classification 
GLO O 05/04/1909 


Coal classification 
GLO O 05/15/1909 


Coal classification 
GLO O 11/14/1913 


Coal classification 
GLO O 05/12/1911 


Coal classification 
GLO O 11/04/1913 


Coal land classification 
BLM O 07/15/1964 


Power site classification 


No. 375. Belle Fourche River 


SO 08/25/1945. W92933 


Coa! classification 
SO 10/10/1906 


TABLE 3-7 


CLASSIFICATIONS AND WITHDRAWALS IN THE PLANNING AREA 


Weston 


Nuobrara 


Weston 


Niobrara 


Weston 


Niobrara 


Crook 


Crook 


Crook 


Type of Surtace 
Segregation Acreage Management Agency 
none 11,520 BLM. private, state 
none 7,040 BLM, private. state 
none 3960 BLM. FS . state 

$2,160 
none 5.120 Private 
92.160 
none 7.680 BLM private. state 
none 920 Private 
localion. sale 437 BLM BOR 
or entry 
none 46 080 BLM. FS. private 


state, Aw Force 


private 


Subject tO vaNd exrsting 
ngnts Any actions on 
these lands are sutyec! 'o 
tts Class*icathon 


Ges qnaied lands vauatre 
‘or coal. bul Gd NOT seg 


- 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
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Coal classification 
SO 1015/1906 


Withdrawal 
Executve Order 6441 
11/21/1933 


Withdrawal 
Executive Order 7616 
05/13,1937 


Wehodrawa! 


Withdrawal 
SO 03/10 1949 
w17424 


Withdrawal! 
Executrve Order 10046 


Withdrawal 
Pubic Law 622 
01/15/1927 


General Land Office order of 
Forest Service 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Secretarial Order 

BLM responsible for rrwneral leasing only 


Crook 


23,040 


715 


637 


6.499 


BLM prwate. stale 


FS 


FS 


FS 


FS 


FS 


NA 


NA 


Black His National Forest 


Thunder Bas Natona’ 
Grassiand 


Black Hills Natona Forest 
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TABLE 3-8 


“I” AND "M" CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS MONITORED AS OF SEPTEMBER 1989 













































































Range Condition of 
Kund Public Land 
Aliot- Amount of Percent | Acreage 
Operator ment BLM State Private Total of Live- Live Federal per Excel- Season 
Number Operator Name Number | Acreage | Acreage | Acreage | Acreage stock stock® | AUMs | Range AUM lent Good Fair | of Use” 
"TY CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 
49.8220 | Busenaz. MA 04207 | 3.100 160 «| 6080 | 930 | 2 c | my | 330 | 86 2860 | 240 | 
49 8342 McDonaic, JO 04319 1.026 3.929 4955 15 Cc 187 210 549 106 $20 | YL 
49 8385 Battle Creek Ranch 04360 4727 1.920 9 465 16.122 37 Cc 437 2390 10 84 680 3.934 vt 
541 3.937 Sp’SuF 
49-8412 Bush. F A. inc 04387 4501 864 Sp ‘Su F 
49 8045 Bush, F A.. inc 04039 §.323 2.880 13,840 26 544 117 Cc 1.405 370 6 00 8 204 1620 | Sp'Su*t 
"MW" CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 
49 8001 Ackerman. D 04000 2.772 640 4571 7.983 33 Cc 394 350 703 1 B12 960 | YL 
49-8010 Baker Pau! L 14010 1.360 7519 8.878 9 Cc 108 vL 
14009 441 1,322 1.762 16 Cc 215 156 505 1801 | YL 
49-8012 Baidwin. D 14011 3 664 2.240 10 538 16 442 50 C 602 220 6.00 80 2.704 680 | YL 
49-8013 LS&J Livestock 14012 4552 1.920 7.760 14.232 76 Cc 908 320 457 80 | 4472 | YL 
49 8022 Harrilton's. inc 04041 3,414 640 6.600 10.654 72 Cc 144 Sp 
71 Cc 428 80 790 3.414 Sp 
49-8046 Resland W 04040 5.328 1 520 9 280 16.128 60 C 724 330 7 3 488 1840 | YL 
49 8048 Bush. RD 04042 4.172 640 4920 9.732 54 C 642 430 6 50 3,352 820 |} YL 
49-8050 Stodcarad FR 04044 2 826 Sp ‘Su F 
04043 280 640 10,170 13.916 250 Cc 620 220 5 00 2.800 Sp Su F 
— 
49.8057 Christensen, C 04051 2.491 6.754 9 245 85 c.s 354 26 0 700 2.94) vi 
49 8058 Christensen, C 04052 600 640 3.940 5.180 31 c.S 91 11.0 659 600 | YL 
49 8068 Darrow G 04062 1 480 12 Cc vi 
49 8069 Darrow G 04063 2.092 2 206 6 900 12.678 25 Cc 448 127 790 3.572 vi 
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TABLE 3-8 


"Tl" AND "M" CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 

















































































































Range Condition of 
Kind Public Land 
Allot- Amount oft Percent | Acreage 
Operator ment BLM State Private Total of live | Live Federal per Excet- Season 
Number Operator Name Number | Acreage | Acreage | Acreage | Acreage | stock stock’ | AUMs | Range AUM lent Good Fair | of Use” 
“WM” CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 
(continued) 

49 8080 Daxon. CR 04073 2 499 11.200 13,699 % Cc 4% 13.0 5706 1 898 601 | YL 
49 8081 Daon HB 04074 3.355 640 2.640 6.634 177 Cc 619 502 5 40 1995 6.360 | Sp’/Su 
49 8084 Dorsett. F 04077 1.286 1578 2 B64 20 Cc 138 450 930 6.286 | Sp/SuF 
49 8094 Stoddard. F 04087 2 065 140 Cc 1673 YL 

04086 10.401 3,783 22.340 38 590 23 Cc 345 32.0 617 160 10,747 1,560 YL 
49 8097 Foster. C 04090 1 400 1.960 3.360 84 c.s 176 420 7.80 +400 Sp/SuF 
49.8145 HKC Ranch tinc 04135 1,000 1,560 2.560 20 as 33.0 10.00 1,000 Sp’Su/F 
49 8:50 J&J. inc 04148 1.320 640 3,940 5.900 18 Cc 220 224 6.00 1,040 280 | YL 
49.8167 Joss Ranches. inc 04157 8.476 21.758 20.000 50 234 109 Cc 1,303 170 60 8.476 YL 
49-8181 Schiosser. JC 04170 4375 25 Cc 816 vi 
49 6257 Schiosser. JC 04238 2.320 1290 12.675 20.660 35 Ss 1 260 320 5 50 6.355 360 | YL 
49 8:1 BE Maddieton B 04175 2.189 1 280 9.508 12.977 24 Cc 292 160 43 2.189 YL 
49 822" Crow Creek Ranch 04208 34 13.817 14.181 11 Cc 61 20 5 96 14,181 Sp/Su F 
49 8223 Moore CM 04210 1637 1 280 7 200 10.117 41 Cc 225 190 7.20 1.636 Sp’Su 
49 8242 Ondrezes J 04228 1318 4871 6 189 17 Cc 200 270 6 59 1.198 120 | YL 
49 8258 Prerce. V 04244 1476 3,440 4916 15 Cc 182 300 B11 1.156 320 | YL 
49 8261 Stoddard Ranches 04084 1 606 5 250 6 B56 15 Cc 60 w 

04249 640 64( 7 B22 9.102 31 Cc 109 Sp 

04247 3.149 Bs- 5 668 9 660 128 Cc 518 Sp 

Tota! (49 8261 5 395 ' 483 18.740 25.618 B46 2°; 0 6% 5.395 

49 8265 Putnam | 04054 1 440 3721 5 161 14 C 178 280 809 1440 Yi 
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“T’ AND "M" CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 


TABLE 3-8 




















































































































(continued) 
Range Condition of 
King Public Land 
Allot- Amount ot Percent | Acreage 
Operator mont BLM State Private Total oflive- | Live Federal per Excet- Season 
Number Operator Name Number | Acreage | Acreage | Acreage | Acreage | stock | stock’ | AUMs | Range AUM lent Good | Fair | of Use’ 
"WM" CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 
(Continued) 

49.8269 Quest, # 04258 1.363 2602 3.965 32 Cc 384 30 350 1.363 vL 
49-8279 Jackson. K 04268 1 480 960 13.768 16 208 2 C 306 90 483 760 720 | VL 
49 8293 Rotyson J 04278 574 1.797 2.371 7 Cc a7 16 6 60 574 v1 
49 8295 Rocky Pow Grazing 04280 7 628 1643 19.062 28.333 613 c.$ 2,590 270 295 160 6 428 1040 | SpSu* 
49 8296 Porter. F 042861 760 4 B40 5.600 12 Cc 142 140 530 160 560 40 } YL 
49 6303 Schrudt, 1 04288 5.075 12 640 17,715 79 Cc 949 26 6 535 4715 30 |} YL 
49 8304 Schr at. H 04289 1 266 4867 6.093 21 Cc 254 20.1 483 200 | 1026 | YL 
49 8310 Sea's. J 04293 21% 1 680 9 360 13.174 35 Cc 430 160 470 2.054 80] YL 
49 6311 Stagie EA 04294 1,120 880 3.720 5.720 22 C 266 200 5 00 1.120 vi 
49 8620 Slagle E A 04303 1,106 6 240 43 C 520 vi 

4302 2.360 1 560 12 460 23 726 19 C 229 180 462 3 466 VL 
49.6351 Bruegger S 04328 52% 1 680 19.747 25.163 209 C.$ 777 195 5 60 240 | 2835 | YL 
49 836" True Ranches 04337 7,060 2 880 25 880 35 820 73 C 879 197 803 80 6.060 620 | YL 
49-8179 Flores. AD 04168 2.759 28 C 335 vi 
49 8381 Krust, WT 04356 2.792 1 280 13.360 20,191 7” 42 C 507 275 6 90 5.551 vi 
49 8382 Todd Ranches inc 04357 560 2 040 2.600 se C 150 220 3790 560 Su F 
49 8399 Zerbs!. W 04374 4216 1 360 6 640 12216 51 C 615 45 6 85 3.576 640 | YI 
49 8403 Slattery J 04378 720 9d 1 080 23 C 148 66 480 720 Sp Su F 
49 84?) McGuire, WG 04396 4.793 7 643 12436 324 C.$ 660 385 7 4793 Sp Sut 
49 8435 Simon M 04409 1.228 1.120 2.348 43 C 214 52 0 573 1228 Sp Su F 





















































INSWNOUIANS G319344V 








TABLE 3-8 
“Tl” AND "M" CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 














































































































Range Condition of 
Kuno Public Land 
Aliot- Amount of Percemt Acreage 

Operator ment BLM State Private Total of Live- Live Federa! per Excel Season 
Numbe: Operator Name Number | Acreage | Acresge | Acreage | Acreage stock stock’ | AUMs | Range AUM lent Good Faw of Use" 

» s 

"W” CATEGORY ALLOTMENTS 
(cortimued) 

49 8047 Simon. WV o4i'g Bac 4110 490 3 Cc 159 160 52 840 Sp SuFf 
49-8154 Sinon. WV 04144 603 3.200 3803 1 Cc 68 150 6 BE 603 Sp Su Ff 
C + calle 
5 = sheep 
H = horse 
v yeartong 
Su - summer 
W = winter 
Sp = spring 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


mule Geer and pronghorn antelope. Hunt areas for Geer. 
antelope. and elk are shown on maps 3-16. 3-17, and 3- 
18. The demand for recreational shooting of prairie dogs 
has ncreased substantially in the past five years. Large- 
scale porsoning projects have occurred both on private 
land and other federal land in the region. In 1992. praine 


Gogs occurred on approximately 3.300 acres of public 
land in the planning area (table 3-9). Varmmunt shooters 
from as tar away as Michigan. lowa. and California come 
to the area to hunt the animais. The main factor limiting 
thus activity im the past has been public access. 








TABLE 3-9 
ACREAGE OF PRAIRIE DOG TOWNS ON PUBLIC LANDS 
IN 1982 AND 1992 

Crook Weston Niobrara 
ee — County County = County ‘Total 
Number of towns 16 8 42 66 

Acres on BLM-admunistered lands 

1982 1.108 323 1.186 2.617 
1992 730 466 2.156 3,352 


Average s'ze of town (acres) 





Demand for access to public lands for hiking. horse- 
back nding, cross Country skiing. and mountain biking is 
increasing in the planning area. Mountain bike trails 
crossing public land have been identified in at least two 
publications. Opportunities exist to develop existing 
trails with minimal cost or begin new construction. in 
most cases existing roads and trails are the preferred 
routes and only require marking and periodic mainte- 
nance. Trails are often used for multole activities 
Hiking. bicycling. horseback nding and cross Country 
skiing often use the same trails. 


Marking and maintenance of trails for these activities 
is recommended for two areas on public land in Weston 
County (Elk Mountain, T. 43 N.. R. 60 W., and Summit 
Ridge, T. 44-45 N.. R. 60 W.). Other opportunities for 
trail designation will be explored in the remainder of the 
planning area. 

Additional recreational use of public land is made 
through sightseeing. camping (generally associated with 
hunting). photography. and other casual! use such as 
rock-hounding. 

A limited number of professional hunting outfitters 
have special recreation permits (SAPs) for the commer- 
cial use of public land in the planning area. Demand is 
not high for outfitter services. but it is increasing as the 
popularity of private landowners leasing hunting nghts 
on their land to outfitters increases. Outfitters must 
obtain a SRP to conduct outfitting and guiding activities 
since much of the available public land is within estab- 
lished private ranches. Currently. the demand for SAPs 
ig NOt high enough to assign limitation on use areas to 
outfitters. However. if demand increases to the level that 


87 


resource Gamayje or public safety is affected. assign- 
ments will be ;nade on a case-by-case basis. These 
outfitter SRP limitations should not affect the public use 
of these lands for any legal activity. 


The main emphasis in the recreation program will be 
on the acquisition of access to existing public land with 
higher recreation potential through exchanges or pur- 
chases of access agreements. Of the public land in the 
planning area. 60% has legal access: however. only 
38% has practical vehicle access. Map 3-19 shows 
areas of greatest concern where additional access would 
benefit the public 


To avoid conflicts with adjacent landowners. bound- 
ary identification is needed to assist the public in locating 
the division between public and private land. The 
scattered nature of public lands in this area makes the 
potential for public lands trespass conflicts high 


ORV Use and Designations 


ORV use designations are sequired for all public lands 
covered by this management plan. The purpose of 
these Gesignations is to protect identified resource val- 
ves and at the same time to allow public use. Three 
Categories of designations are available: open tor all 
ORV uses and activities. closed to all ORV uses and 
activities. and limited uses and activities by ORVs. For 
more information on ORV designations. please see the 


Glossary 
Due to the nature of existing uses in the planning area 


and the scattered land pattern that exists. all public land 
outside the Whoopup Canyon ACEC (which is closed to 
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vemucie use) are Gesignated as lwmted to existing roads 
and trails. Thies designation was established to provide 
access to public lands while protecting the landscape 
and resources from off-road vetucle Gamage. The BLM 
retains the aucthonty to perma the construction of new 
roads or trails to accomplish program goals and for 
aomirustratrve use 


Vetucle travel off eusting roads and trails can be 
authorized to accomplish necessary tasks i such travel 
Goes Not result in resource Gamage Or encourage addi- 
tional use on a regular basic. Random off-road travel 
7°" ‘seating New roads or trails not specifically autho- 
nzed by the BLM is not permitted 


SOCIOECONOMICS 
Characteristics 


The planning area has been historically rural in char- 
acter and sparse in popuiation with agriculture occupy- 
iNg an important part of the area's Gevelopment. This 
importance has Gimunished as muneral resources. first 
Coal, then oil and gas. have exceeded agriculture as 
base industries dominating the economics of the region 
Oil development and production in the planning area 
suffered a significant downturn after 1985 which is 
reflected in the economic data. While there has been 
some recovery as the economy adjusted to a lower level 


of economc activity n ol, agnculture suffered a dechne 
at about the same tme. bul @ has recovered to some 


Oegree 


Population 


Fifty-one percent of the planning area's population 
reside in towns of 760 or more peop :. while the remam- 
ing 49% lve in small communities (SBC 1991). Lusk. 
Newcastle. and Sundance make up about 39% of the 
planning area's population and constitute the county 
seats and local trade centers tor Niobrara. Weston. and 
Crook Countes. respectively 


From 1980 through 1996. the planning area popula- 
ton decreased 3.25. compared to a 1.23% increase for 
the state Breaking this change down into segmen's. 
1960 through 1990 saw a decline in both the state's and 
planning area's population by 4.38% and 7.72%. re- 
spectively. From 1990 to 1996 the state's population 
grew by 5.87% while the planning area's population 
Qie wv by a Slower rate of 4 84% (table 3-10). Although 
the population increased for both the state and the 
planning area Guring this period. the planning area has 
lost population frum 1980 to 1996. To put this into 
perspective. the anticipated loss in population for the 
planning ar2a 1s about 3.6 times the anticipated decline 
for the entire state from 1980 through 1996 


TABLE 3-10 
BASELINE AND PROJECTED POPULATION*® GROWTH 
FOR SELECTED YEARS 
Year Wyoming Crook Niobrara Weston Planning Area 
1980 474.185 5.345 2.954 7.188 15.46/ 
1990 453.398 5.301 2.491 6 499 14.291 
1996 480.011 5.764 2636 6.583 14.983 
% Change 80-90 4 3B". 0 B2% 15.67% 9 59°. 712% 
% Change 9C- 96 5 87% 8.73% 5.82% 1.29% 4 84°, 
% Change 80-96 123% 7 84% 10.77% 8.42% 3.725% 


Census Bureau ™dyear population estrnates Estrnates for '9990 1996 retiect county population estrnates available 


as of March 1998 


Source Department of Commerce Econorecs and Statrstics Admunstration Bureau of Economic Analysis (USOC BEA) 


1969. 1996 


Healthcare 


There are three county hospitals. each of which is 
located in a respective County seat. with a total bed 
capacity of 60 beds and an average occupancy rate of 
24% (WDHSS 1989-1990) There are also three clinics 
a nursing service. three nursing homes. and aretrement 


home (WDOHSS 1989-1990). in 1989. there were seven 
full-time physicians. 15 part-time doctors. and three 
physicians assistants (Alexander. Mahoney. and Sharp 
1989). Most of the part-time doctors are specialists such 
aS Cardiologists. urologists. Neurologists. and orthope- 
dists who Come into one or more of the communities 
biweekly or birnonthly. In 1989. there were also four full- 


(0) 











tne Gentsts and one parl-tme denis! m the area 
There are seven ambulances available and about 34 
emergency Medical techrucians m the area 


Economic Growth and Activity 


Economic growth mm the planning area 1s ndicatrve of 
the economic actrvity the area An mdicaton of the 
economic viability of the area Can be shown Dy employ 
ment Comparisons and persona! mcomes thal are all 
measu’ed over tne Thsis dlustrated m tables 3.11 and 
3-12 


In addition to the other econormc sectors * «S eMpor 
tam to note the wnportance of agricultural roots Mstor 
Cally important to the health of the area Theretore ths 
sector will be hghhghted in table 3.13. whch siustrates 
the income and expenses from 1967 through 1996 


The statistics for table 3.13 are trom the U S Depart 
ment of Commerce. Bureau of Economic Analysis 
Regional Economic Measurement Division They ex 
plain the derivation of the table as follows 


‘Farm income and Expenses (table CA45) pro 
vides detailed estrmates of gross farm imcome and 
production expenses Gross tarm income consists 
of estimates for the tollowing dems cash recepts 
from marketing of crops and livestock mcome 
trom other tarm-related actrvites. including recre- 
ational services and the sale of forest products 
government payments to farmers. value of food 
and tue! produced and consumed on farms gross 
rental value of farm dwellings and the value of the 
net change in the physical volume of farm invento 
nes of crops and livestock Production expenses 
consist of purchases of feed. lvestock seed 
fertizer and ime. and petroleum products. fwred 
tarrn labor expenses (including contract labor) 
and all other production expenses (eg Geprecia 
hon. interest. rent and taxes. and repaw and opera 
ton of machinery) 

Production expenses and gross tarm income ex 
Cluding inventory Change are used to calculate 
realized net income of all farms (gross farm in. 
come. excluding inventory Change. minus produc. 
ton expenses equals realized net income) Real. 
ized Net income is then modified to reflect current 
production through the change-in-inventory ad- 
justment and to exclude the income of corporate 
farms and salanes paid to corporate officers. These 
modifications yield BEA's estimate of farm propri. 
etors income 

The State totals used to estimate farm mcome at 
the county levei are taken from the component 
detail of the farm income estimates prepared by 


the Economic Research Service (ERS). US. De- 
partment of Agnoulture (USDA). wath adjustments 
made to account for definthona!l Grfterences be- 
tween the Natona! inco ne and Product Accounts 
(NIPA) and ERS s ‘arm income accounting stan- 
Cards 


The methods used to estrmete farm propnetors 
moome at the county level rely heavily on Gata 
oDtamned trom the censuses of agriculture and on 
selected annual county Gata prepared by the State 
offices atthated with the Natonal Agncultural Sta- 
tenes Service (NASS) USDA Tne NASS data are 
used wherever possible to mierpolate and ex- 
trapolate the census based estates to non-cen- 
SuS years Admurwstratwe records data trom the 
Agricultural Stabization and Conservation Ser- 
vice of USDA are used Girrectly to account for total 


government program payments to farmers 


Table 3 13 indicates total cash recepts. measured mn 
current dollars tor the agricultural sector in the plannung 
area. was slightly over $67 milion m 1987 ft then 
peaked at about $96 milhon in 1991 and dropped to 
$62 6 mulhon by 1996 


Figures 3.7 through 3-10 compare both current and 
constant 1996 doliars for the planning area s agricultural 
recepts in constant 1996 dollars. the planning area 4 
1987 recepts were nearly $88 5 milion and peaked at 
about $108 milion in 1991 By 1996 agricultural receipts 
were about $62 6 milhon These same figures indicate 
agriculture in the planning area declined by nearly 30% 
from 1986 through 1996. measured im constant 1996 
dollars 


All three individual Countbes have also shown a de- 
Cline. Measured in constant 1996 dollars. Guring this 
same nine-year period That decihne has vaned trom a 
high of nearly 45 3°. in Weston County to a low of about 
15.2% in Crook County with Niobrara talling between 
Weston and Crook at sightly over 22 6% Even though 
agricultural recepts have talien during ths penod. agr- 
culture remains an important component of the planning 
area s Ccunomy 


Labor Force and Employment 


in 1980. the total full. and part-tme employment tor 
the planning area was 8 624 or about 3 2° of the state s 
total (USBC. BEA 1969-1996). Employment in the 
planning area increased aboui 14°. between 1980 and 
1996. out-pacing the state s 10 6% increase Between 
1980 and 1990 the planrwng area s employment grew by 
only 2 8%. as the o and gas industry weakened How- 
ever. Guring ths same tne trame. the state s employ- 
ment tell by 2.2% (table 3-11) 


Y/ 














TABLE 3-11 
EMPLOYMENT BY PLACE OF WORK’ 
Wyoming Planning Area 
1980 4661990 1996 1980 1990 1996 
Tora tub ane Dat time empoymert 279637 273453 W822 88 3067 0 
Py type 
Wage anc sa'27y em™DOy7e" 2707 212356 29S SSI? $21 $575 
Propreto’s employer’ 29 6:08 %Ra7 207 386 4485 
Farm gropneto’s empoy™ert 5.710 8779 4a SUS Ss 
Nonta™ proprietors empoynert O20 S58 62653 1822 280 i353 
By dustry 
Farm employmert M54 12475) «12384 1497 «1227 
Norta’™ employment 265.133 2MOSTe 2068 7327 7B BBM 
Prvale employe 214841 201.797 235208 6030 6065 7071 
Ag serv forestry ‘sheng and otme” 2916 3.35! 4855 72 225 
Verwng 3523 wei2 608 127° 823 9 
Construction 23805 6788 21132 S35 att pas 
Manviacturing 0506 121% 139039 $13 ’ 637 
Traneportat.on and pubkc utes 9769 46660206 6S, 585 
Wholesale trade 10.055 ’ 568 S20 112 9 
Retar 'rade 985 «6670806 6877 U2 (14th 16M 
France meurance and real estate 63M 7959 6808 319 “44 
Services “4,7 6120! 7279 138 1S GM 
Government and governmer” emerprises >. i.) 1, ee es 
Fetera’ owhan 75s 7 $72 7471 ss 1% ‘64 
Mitay 6.335 6.389 6 505 8 a6 # 
State are oca % 423 45 220 48060 1064 14% 1 S29 
State 10908 8 8=613. 384 3045 484168 28 2% 
Local 25 435 3) 836 30S O88 125 (i 


Source USDC. BEA 1969-1996 


*1969-1974 based on 1967 Standard indusine' Ciassiication (SIC). 1975-1987 based on 1972 SIC 
1988 1996 based on 1987 SIC 


"Exc udes lnited partners 


“Other” consists of the number of jobs heic by US residents employed by Mernational orgaruzatons and 
foreign embassies and consulates in the United States 


(“\Not shown to avoid Grsclosure o' contidential information Estmates are inciuded :9 totais 
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TABLE 3-12 
PERSONAL INCOME BY MAJOR SOURCE FOR SELECTED YEARS” 
($000) 
Wyoming Pianming Area 
income 1960 1990 1996 "960 1990 1996 
Persona’ mcome (thousands of dollars) $54368559 $7804400 $10362'6' $960268 $2465873 §909.082 
Nontarm™ personal moome $5,352.59! $7660013 $10301 164 $150 265 $233 4 $902 969 
Farm income’ $85968 $144.387 oer S10 $12:759 $6113 
Population (number of persons) 474 185 453 398 480 011 15 487 14291 "4983 
Per capita persona’ mcome (dollars) $11 469 $17.213 $2758, 6$10389 $'720' $20629 
Derrvaton of persona’ moome 
Earrwngs by place of work $4453014 $5445193 $69062'7 $10TS'D $35 606 $164 285 
tess. Persona! cont. tor social insurance” $233,061 $359,069 $481 168 5 $7834 $10640 
plus Adustment tor residence” $74,005 ‘$8673 ‘$21 346 6867 6825710) «$26. 588 
equa’s Net earrwngs by place of residence $4.145.928 $5.077441 $6403.703 $111416 $§$159.480 §17¢8'5 
pus Owdends mterest. and rent $832500 $1679373 S$2308919 $337'' §59968 §77 638 
plus Transter payments $460.13! $1047586 $1649559 $'5142 §$32.995 $51 63" 
Earrwngs by place of work 

Components of earnmng. 

Wage and salary dsbursements $3.532553 $4221261 $5405420 $75204 §85672 $110,787 
Other \abor income $331.096 $413.63! $562 883 $6 638 $823 $13003 
Propnetors income® $589.365 $810.29' $937 9'4 $2577 $40606 §40475 
Farm propretors imcone $28 435 $93 605 $9 560 $5 257 €9 448 $' 479 
Nontarm proprietors moome $560930 $716.686 8947474 $205'4 $3° 248 $36.796 
Earrings by industry 

Farm earnwngs $05.968 $144387 960.987 $10004 $12759 $6113 
Nontar™ earnings $4.36709§ $5.30079 $6645230 $97609 $122845 $158.152 
Private earnings $3,662 864 $3.906915 $5234925 $81175 $89,007 $118.274 
Ag serv. foresiry ‘stung and other $14 605 $39 269 $54 432 $466 () $1489 
Mining $1.195.644 $9719735 $1.02'919 $24282 $15.47 $24 495 
Construction $540019 $372.765 $536.027 $1055! $10687 $12533 
Manulactu. 1g $206.256 $7786 645 $391 068 $4.20! $13.929 
Durabie goods $64143 8§6$122. 563 $159.127 $5 070 $8 94° (0 
Nondurable goods $122.113 $156.28? $231.94) $3,131 () (0) 
Transportation and Subic Utes $441 468 $557 762 $653,747 $1174 §$14607 $20072 
Who'csale trade $'98.660 $190,387 $236 958 $2.029 {) $1 674 
etal trade $419.79: $527,778 $715612 $10552 $14426 $16.250 
Finance. insurance and real estate $141,963 3 3=—-$184.1198 $314 087 $2.953 $3 420 $5 402 
Services $565.058 8916256 $1311075 $10427 $15.960 §22.4390 
Government and government enterprises $704,182 $131388' $1610305 $16434 §$33838 $99878 
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941 $106,712 $136.204 
State and joca $505,202 $975.002 $1,184.15 
State $169,097 $301,027 $345,024 
Oca $336,105 $673.975 $839.091 


Planning Area 
$2.752 $4.744 $5.657 
$518 $820 


$13.467 $28576 $33,401 


$2684 $5.489 36.296 


$10.783 $23,087 $27.103 


slancard Industral Ciassiication (SIC) 1975-1987 based on 1972 SIC: 1988-1996 based on 1987 Si 


Farm mcome consists 0* propnetors’ net moome. the casn wi JES. Day4"-kind. and other labor income of hired . arm workers 
’ 


nsuS Bureau micyear populahon estmates Estmates tor 19% 1996 reflect county popi'alion estates available as of Marct 


Personal contributions tor social on: rece are NCiuGed i earnwngs Dy type and uStry but excluded from mers ris noome 


The adiustment for residence i The Net infiow of the earnngs of interarea comr vlers. For the US. @ consists of acjusiments for 


oO 


border workers anc for Certain temporary and migr aiOry worners’ Wage and Salary c:sbursements to US resents commuting or 
- 7) oon nN or WOT « no temoorar 


onmang semporari'y outside US borders less wage and salary disbursements to foreian rec oen 
wo 5 < > _ 7 Ul> sa VJ Yo "| + - 


X 


msde US Dorders 


— , ~a , 7. fr ters ~ rr me es Ske ’ } q : 
. 3eS he Capital cons: tO acius ¢ . ‘ . per’ 
P + - " ; ,. : , 

Ces ihe inventory valuation and canta Np 3 mM 


Vitter consists of wage a0 Salary O:sburseme’ > Cents ENDIOVeD by ter anona 
and consulates in the US 
Not shown to avoid dise'nsure of o mhoental mtormat estimates are nc'uded 7 tota's 
Less tr a’ $50 O00 f "re te ae "Cc uded mt ; 
+, 


MZAalONS and foreign embassies 








G4 











AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE 3-13 
FARM INCOME AND EXPENDITURES 


Crook County Wyoming 


O's Cas? recegts fom narketngs $000 


7 


© 
ia 
uw 
" 
ee 
, 
ta 
Lan 
"| 
Lal 
fo 
of 
AS 
. 
; 
: 
’ 
end 
i~ 
t 
; 
. 
e 
cn 
. 
co 
. 
4 
& 
mm 
’ 
hw 
t 
o 
— 
] 
Ad 


Cas” "S08 D'S kvesiock and products nae 16% 23% % 1 % BC a I ee 2 O09 2503 22373 


Cash "RCP ERS Crops 21°53 ~~ 7H isx 28 2M 2. | i. 22°2 2803 


" 
? 
» 
ee 
- 
> 
~ 
- 
- 
te 
‘ 
es 
, 
z 
te 
_ 
¥ 
‘ 
| 
, 
‘ 
e 
- 
’ ] 
° 
o- 
= 
‘ 
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A 


MHOEC and mwsceligneors come rece wed 3613 ‘ 1 8S 3538 } ‘3s 4 a9 4655 5312 ‘ 


"Uta PrOOLchon expenses 553 43 289% Ves ys &2 y° 62 33.098 2 $3" 33°31 


Feed purct asec 1 aes “4 ee 63. 1 BOS 2234 23 2 642 2 658 3017 
~VESTICS Du 'Chased 3.77 5s 5 4! $6°3 a5%s Sh 6 24% 472) aor 1 €50 
Seed pu"cnased 142 4 6G 7: a : . P ae gs 
Fetzer &ime cn ag coer 7B fwd i 655 oh 42: a ‘ 4 56 559 $76 6231 
Dow leu DrOOUC’S Durznase? 127% 20 1297 a7" 47° 49h ‘47% ‘47° 1 6K 
Heed ‘arm labo” expenses i. 2 €91 1 619 1998 1933 ; r=” ‘8 293° 2.783 
A) othe’ produchor expenses & 6,’ 15 518 5 Me 6 16° $571 16 & 188 0737 1o9s 71 28: 
"ona value Of oventory orange res 268, 238 46" 4° “ 1 $49 51 2 58" 
Value ¢' yotory of ng vestore 7% 1 $20 ; ‘i. ap" "44 : . r 4 o% 7 £a4 
Jae cl rvenicty change “7098 532 ~ 28 6 423 6" ee 10 ane , 
"ota Cas” recegts and other noome i rh ee 2) a E a CL eX 
ess 7 or30 "Oo" Papers 5 543 75 tS "i 4 : « 7 -_— ss 03 


Sus Vave ct wero) change 18 10f 208 14 a $38 ¥ £83 tee 258 

7 ; enco~e rf SONG Do’ ae rm } . * ‘ie t a8 . * md a) « het 
“ roore oO Doragte ‘arms ee | + 46 ow ; 4 4 i ad 
lai Si ca) ws" Ter 
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Figure 3-7 
Total Agricultural Cash Receipts 
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Figure 3-8 
Total Agricultural Cash Receipts 
Niobrara County 
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Figure 3-9 
Total Agricultural Cash Receipts 
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Figure 3-10 


Total Agricultural Cash Receipts 
Planning Area 
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Wyorung tarm employment tell by 14° from 1980 to 
1990. From 1990 to 1996. @ only fell another 1%. By 
contrast. the planrung areas tarm employment tell by 
18% trom 1980 to 1990 and then tell another 1.7% by 
1996 Overall, Wyormungs tarm employment tell by 
nearly 15% between 1980 and 1996. However. the 
plawwng ares $s employment ‘ell by nearly 19 5% during 
that sate te penod 


Wyorng farm employment accoute:! for a-out 5 2%. 
of the total stale employment in 1960. Sy 1996 that 
number had dechned to 4% of the states total in the 
planreng area. tarm employments share of the total 
employment is over three times what is found statewde 
For example. in 1980 tarm employment accounted for 
nearly 17°. of the total planning area s employment. By 
1996 that number had tallen to 12°. whwch is still tnree 
tmnes the statewide proportion of farm employment. itis 
Clear that even though the olannwng area s proportion of 
tarm employment has dectined trom 1980 to 1996. farm 
employment remains an important component to the 
area $s economy 


The sector generally showing the largest decline in 
employment between 1980 and 1996 1s rmurng State 
wide imrrng employment tell 53°. over thes penod while 
the plannng area s tell less than half that amount While 
munwng employment declined both statewide and in the 
planning area over thus penod. the period trom 1990 to 
1996 saw a 16 5°. increase Of mune employment in the 
planning area even though mine employment statewde 
tell by 13°. during tts tne. The decline throughout the 
period from 1980 to 1996 was more pronounced on a 
Statewide basis compared to the deciine expenenced on 
the planrwng area 


in 1980. Wyormng mining employment accounted tor 
nearly 14° of the states employment compared to 
14.5% of the planning areas employment. By 1996 
Wryornng munng employment had dropped to only about 
5 9°. of the state < total employment. This s compared 
to the planning area s murwng employment. wihwch ac- 
counted for nearly double that amount or 9.5% of the 
total ernployment in the planning area 


Personal Income 


Table 3-12 depicts the persona’ income for 1980 
1990 and 1996 The source for data contained in thus 
table is trom the Regional Econormuc intormation System 
(USDC. BEA 1969-1996) And they describe the table 
as toliows 


‘Personal income «6 a measure of income re- 
cerved. therefore. estrnates of State and local 
area personal income refiect the residence of 

the income recprents The adjustment for res: 


100 


Gence «s made to wages and salanes other labor 
mcome. and personal comtributions for social »- 
surance. win minor exceptions. to place them on 
aplace-o’-residence (where-recerved) basis The 
adjustment s necessary because these compo. 
nents of personal income are estimated trom Gata 
that are reported by place of work (where earned) 
The estwnates of propnetors mcome. although 
presemied on the table as part of place-of-work 
earnings. are largely by place of residence no 
resience adjustment is made tor this component 
Net earnings Dy place of ressdence is Calculated by 
sudtracting pers ona! Contributions for social insur 
ance trom earnings by place of work and then 
adding the adjust nent for residence. which is an 
estimate of the net nfiow of ihe earnings of mtvrare ° 
commuters The estates of Grvidends. interest. 
and rent. and of transfer payments are prepared by 
place of residence only 


Estmates of earnings by place of work are pro- 
vided in CA0S at the two-digt Standard Industrial 
Classification (SIC) level. The principal source 
Gata tor the wage and salary portion of REMD s 
earnwngs estates are trom the Bureau of Labor 
Stawstcs (BLS) ES-202 seres The ES-202 senes 
provides Monthly employment and quarterly wages 
for each county in four-digt SIC detail REMD 
restricts its earnings estrmaies to the SIC Division 
( ONe-Gigit | and two-digit levels and suppresses 
these estimates in many imdrvidual Cases in order 
to preclude the disclosure of information about 
iNdrvidual employers 


Between 1980 and 1990. total personal income (TP!) 
within the planning area increased 53 4°. and it further 
increased by alrrott 26% between 1990 and 1996 (table 
3- 12). At the state level. personal imcome increased 
43 5° between 1980 and 1990 and further increased 
32 8%» Detween 1990 and 1996 


in 1980. mine earnings at the state level made up the 
largest nontarm industrial sector. as rmwnerals did withwn 
the planning area. accounting tor 25 5% and 22 6%. of 
total earnings respectively Government and govern 
ment enterprises for the state and planning area fol 
lowed at 15.8% and 15.3% respectively in 1980. One of 
the most significant differences between economic ec 
tors at the state and planrwng area ‘evels was in the farm 
sector. whch contributed only about 2%. to the state but 
9.3% to the planning area in 1980. By 1996. the tarm 
sector § Contribution to the state and planning area had 
Geciined to 9% and 37% respectively Regardiess of 
the decine the planning areas farm sector remained 
compar atrvely more mnportant to the plannwng area than 
ft 16 to the State 
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Government and government enterprises and ser- 
viCeS Continue? to De smportant Contributors to earnungs 
Statewide between 1996 and 1996. By 1996 they had 
both overtaken mirung at 23. 3%. ard 19% compared to 
14 8% for muning_ in the planrung area. runing remained 
the number two source co! earrungs at 15% behind 
government and government enterprises at 24 3% and 
ahead of services at 13.7% mm 1996. 


Per Capita personal imcome for the state was $11 469 
in 1980. with $9.752 tor Crook County. $10.233 tor 
Niobrara County. and $ 10.840 for Weston County (USDC. 
BEA 1969-1996). In 1990. per capita personal income 
had increased to $17.2°3 for the state and $17,491 
$16,304. and $17.30S tor Crook. Niobrara. and Weston 
countes. respectively (USOC. BEA 1969-1996). By 
1996. this had increased further. with $21.587 for the 
State. and $21 .060 tor Crook. $19.539 tor Niobrara. and 
$20.688 tor Weston counties (USDC. BEA 969-1996) 
Bnd based on this information. the planning area s per 
Capita personal income approximates that of the rest of 
the state trom 1990 to 1996 


Property Values and Loca! Taxes 


Assessed property valves affect the level of tax 
revenues available tor local governments Tax compu 
tations are made uting difference bases for different 
types of property. For example. prior to 1990 real 
property was based on 25° of 1967 replacement cost 


Beginning January |. 1990. 4 has been based on 9 5% 
of taw market value Cn the other hand. mwneral produc- 
bon has always been based on actual revenue fron the 
sale of the product al the pont 4 leaves the mune or well 
The ruil levy ‘or the location is then apphed to determine 
the tax due 


in the state's fiscal year of 1989. the total assessed 
property value of the planning area including real prop- 
10 $174 3 mithon or 3% of the state total (WDEdu. 1990) 
Thus «Ss a Gechne of 43°. in total property vaiue trom fiscal 
year 1986 levels (WDEdu. 1987). The man reason tor 
tts tall was meneral production. wiwch sustained a 53% 
Grop in assessed valuation during ths time frame. fol- 
lowed Dy 2 30 6% Ceciine m personal property valves 
Between 1981 and 1986. total property valuations in- 
creased 23 6%. led by muneral production and utiles 
valuation increases of nearly 30°. and 30 6%. "espec- 
tely (table 3-14) As 4 result of the decreased vaiua 
ton. tota! taxes assessed by the counties in the planning 
area declined trom $19.6 milhon in 1986 to $12.9 milhon 
in 1988. or 34.6% (WDRT 1986. 1988). impacts to the 
NGviGual COUNteSsS vaned bu’ were signiticant in all 
cases. Crook County declined trom $10.1 milion to $6.5 
muilhon. or $3.6 mullon (35 6%) Weston County deciined 
trom $6.6 millon to $4 1 milhon. or $2.5 milhon (37 9%) 
Niobrara County declined trom $2.9 milion to $23 
muithon. or $6 milion (20 7%) (WORT 1986. 1988) 


TABLE 3-14 
PROPERTY VALUATIONS ($000) 
Wyoming Planning Area 

Total Real Mineral Personal Total 
Year Valuation Property Production Utilives Property Valuation 
1981 6.176.291 42.079 174.046 14 258 17 473 247 856 
1986 7,830,715 41.422 225 827 18.624 20 502 306.375 
1989 5.729.687 39 852 106.140 14.062 14.227 174.281 

Sowce WOEGy 196’ 1967 and 1990 


in 1987, the average value of a tarm (including 
buildings) in the planning area amounted to $468 354 or 
nearly 88°. of the state average figure (USBC 1989) In 
contrast. in 19862 the average valve per farm was 
$620.947. or almost 65% of the state average (USBC 
1989). This indicates a 24 6% deciine in value over the 
five-year period in 1987. the county within the planning 
area with the highest value per tarm (including buridings | 
was Weston County. the least was Crook County 
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Payment in heu of taxes (PLT) are payments made to 
the counthes Dy the federal government to compensate 
for the nontaxs Status of federal lands present in the 
county. PILT «6 determined by Statute and cannot 
exceed a Ceding Dat od On County Population 


The vaives shown in table 3.15 represent the amount 
recerved per acre for PILT and what the acreage would 
have generated for taxes had been in private owner 
sp Figures used are those actually recerved by the 
counties in 1990 
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TABLE 3-15 
COMPARISON OF PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES (PILT) AND COUNTY TAX LEVY 
FOR AVERAGE AGRICULTURAL LAND 


Tax per Acre County 1980 1986 1989 1990 
PILT County Levy Crook $.41 20 $3121 $.36 22 $21.15 
PILT County Levy Niobrara $.68 36 $.72 23 $.75'.25 $.75 15 
PILT County Levy Weston $.45 22 $.37 20 $3921 $.10/.13 


These amounts are reduces above 10 a per acre value 
nq Data Handbook (WDAFC 989) Coury ta» 
VESIOCK Grazing iands 


INO €ROBED a Statutory Ceding Based ON COUNty Populations 


srw * » ~*~ > ~~ wn re or oF \P4. one 
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Lands. if in private ownerstup. are classed into one 
of many categories for tax purposes. Nearly all BLM 
adrwmstered public land in Crook. Niobrara. and Weston 
COUuntIeS IS Grazing land: therefore. tne values used to 
represent grazing lands Categorized is an “average of 
the classifications available for lands used primarily for 
lwestock grazing 


The counties. with the recent exception of Weston 
County. receive greater revenues from PILT for land in 
federal ownerstp than from property taxes if the land 
were in private ownership. Niobrara County receives 
the greatest benefit from this difference 


The figures im table 3-15 do not include income 
generated from the tunds returned from oubiic land 
Grozing tees or the effect or the economy as the dollars 
fron either the PILT or the taxes cycle through the 
economy. it also Goes not inciude the returr. \. the state 
of 50°. of royalties paid on federal minerals and a portion 
mt receipts trom tedera! timber sales 


Major Economic Bases Within the 
Planning Area 


Agriculture 


The most recent detailed agricultural data are tor the 
years 1967 and 1982 in 1987 87°. ofthe planning area 
was being used as farm lands (including grazing lands) 
up nearly 1% trom 1982 (\USBC 1989. WUa-C 1989) 
During this period farm numbers increased 5.4%. how 
ever. the average size of tarms decreased 3.6% or 184 
acres per farm. This is evidenced mainly by the nearly 
22% wmcrease of small operations (1 to 499 acres) 
throughout the plann..g area. Medium-sized enter 
prises (500 to 999 acres) decreased 5% during the 
period, while larger operations (1.000 acres or more) 
showed a 2% increase (USBC 1989 
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Farming as a principle occupation also declined slightly 
(2.4%) Guring this peniod. while those engaged in other 
occupations increased 32° (USBC 1989). State trends 
appeared to murror this Girechon. with a 6.4% increase 
noted for those engaged in other occupations between 
1982 and 1987. while those engaged in agriculture 
increased only 2.6% (USBC 1989). Agriculture em 
ployed 1.206 individuals (12%) in the planning area in 
1996 (USDC. BEA 1969-1996) 


BLM-admunistered grazing lands make up about 7% 
of all pastureland and woodland grazed in the planning 
area. and they supply 48.818 AUMs for grazing (USDC 
BEA 1989). Livestock operators using BLM-admunis 
tered lands make up about 30.4% of total operators in 
the planning area and about 10°% of total Wyoming 
operators with Taylor grazing leases (USBC 1989) 


Domestic livestock grazing on BLM-admuinistered 
public lands make up 3°. of the total cattle and calves 
1 5°. of all sheep. and nearly 4% of all horses withun the 
planning area (USBC 1989) 


Livestock graze on BLM. admunistered pubic lands in 
the planning area an average of five months per year 
These lands bring in $65 904 in revenues to the federal 
government based on $1 35 (at the time of this writing) 
per AUM cost figure 


Minerals 


Mineral development and production employed 959 
individuals (approxmately 9.5%) in the planning area in 
1996 (USDC. BEA 1969-1996). This is primarily due to 
oil and gas but includes other mineral producers 


Petroleum production is a significant industrial activ 
ity in the planning area. in 1986. the area produced 7.8 
miihton barrels of oil representing 7% of the total state 
production (WDC 1991). About 40% of this oi! (3.1 
milton barrels) Came trom iands with jurisdictional pro 
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Guction (federal minerals federal units tederal interest) 
(WOGCC 1986). This total production had an assessed 
valuation of $100.8 million with BLM interests respon- 
sible for $40.3 million of this total (WOGCC 1986: WDC 
1991). in 1989. oi production totaled nearly 6.9 million 
barrels with about 54% coming from lands with some 
jurisdictional production (WOGCC 1989). This oil had 
an assessed valuation of $113.0 million with BLM inter- 
ests responsible for an estimated $64.9 milion vf this 
total (WOGCC 1989: WDC 1990). However significant. 
production of oi Continues on a downward slide in the 
area. signaling an almost certain decline in the impor 
tance of petroleum within the region. 


Gas production in 1986 made up nearly 0.6% of the 
State's total production (WOGCC 1986: WDC 1991) 
This gas had an assessed valuation of $4.4 million 
(WOGCC 1986: WDC 1990). in 1989. production was 
even less. making up 0.4% of the state's total produc- 
ton. with about 67% coming off lands thal have some 
federal investment. This amounts to an assessed valu- 
ation of $3.8 million with an estimated $2.5 million 
coming irom BLM interests (WOGCC 1989: WDC 1990) 


Bentonite is produced in the area with some 23.343 
tons extracted from leased public lands in fiscal year 
1990. In 1986. the planning area produced 71% of the 
State s total production. with an assessed valuation of 
$4.8 million (WDC 1990). In 1987. this production was 
estimated to be 75.7% of the state total. with an as 
sessed valuation of $6.6 million (WDC 1996). In 1989. 
production slipped to 47°% of the state s total. but with a 
higher assessed valuation of $5.5 million due to higher 
per-unit valuations (WOSIM 1990: WOc 1991). Public 
lands accounted for about 1°% of the total bentonite 
production in the planning area. and this production had 
an assessed vaiuation of about $55.497. Long-range 
prospects for bentonite production appear good. how- 
ever. its fortunes are basically ed to the oi and gas 
industry (WDC 1991) 


Limestone ts also produced in the planning area. in 
1986. 45.039 tons were removed trom public lands: in 
1988. 62.000 tons were removed: in 1989. 26.648 tons 
were removed: and in 1990. 130.376 tons were re- 
moved. The appraised value of this production is $.25 
per ton. making 1990 production values at $32.594 trom 
the public lands. insignificant to the planning areas 
economy. About 13 people are employed at various 
quarries in the planning area mining limestone from all 
sources (WOSIM 1990). Alsc, some sand. gravel. and 
shale are produced. but much of the material require. 
ments are being produced from sources other than BLM 
(see the “Minerals” section) 
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Forestry 


There is an estimated 41.5 mmodt of timber cut in the 
planning area each year: however. only about 500 mbf 
tS Cul from BLM-admunistered public lands. This volume 
represents 1 4° of the estimated total levels taken from 
the planning unit. and has a valve of approximately 
$135.222 based on $225.37 per mbt (log scale price) 
(Adams 1989). About 5.9 direct and indirect jobs could 
be involved from thus volume of timber produced and 
marketed. This would contritwte an estimated $270.174 
iN Gwect and indirect revenues to the economy based on 
a 1.999 business multiplier supphed by Colorado State 
University. This timber would probably be processed in 
ine with other timber with no change in work force 
except under conditions of very high demand. tight work 
schedules. and a minimum work force on line 


There are about 1.509 poles and posts plus about 
4.75 mmbt of firewood harvested trom the planning area 
each year Posts. poles. and firewood harvested off 
public ‘ands are of small quantittes and are on ademand 
basis 


Recreation 


The planning area contains several recreational op 
portunities. attracting people from both inside and out 
side the region. In the north. Sand Creek. Cook Lake 
and Keyhole State Park provide fishing throughout much 
of the year. The latter two areas are alsu popular boating 
spots. Camping facilities are available at Keyhole State 
Part. Cook Lake. and Devils Tower National Monument 
In 1986. Keyhole State Park recorded 584.679 visitor 
Gays: in 1988. this number had fallen to 494 624 repre- 
senting a value of $14.9 million. This figure is based on 
the University of Wyoming averaged variabie costs of 
$30.11 per visitor day expenditures for both resident and 
nonresident tourists. At Devils Tower Nationa! Monu 
ment. 19 1986. some 298.148 visitations were recorded 
increasing to 347.451 in 1988 


Further south. LAK Lake and MW Reservow are 
favorite fishing spots for sportsmen. in 1989. hunting 
and fishing in the planning area resulted in the creation 
of nearly $11 millon in income. most of which remained 
in Wyoming (table 3-16). The public lands administered 
by the BLM provided an estimated 3°. of the total 
(WGFD 1990) 


Additional recreational opportunities such as 
sightseeing and self-guided tours to many of the natura! 
sights of tte area including the Bear Lodge Mountains 
and the Thunder Basin National Grasslands are avail 
able. The area is nich in history. with historic sites such 
as old pioneer ranches. buildings of native stone. houses 
cabins. and schools available to the public 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Environmental -Justice 


Envwronmental justice ssues are concerned with ac 
ons that unequally impact a give’. segment of society 


ether as a result of physical location. perception. de 
gn or nose. among others. Or February 11. 1994 
Executve Order 12898 “Federal Action to Adcress 


Environmental Justice in Minonty Populations an Low 
NOC Populations was published in the Fede.<.» Reg 
ster(59—R 7629) The exec sve order requires federa 
IOENOIeS 10 entity anc addness Gisproportionately ugh 
or enwironmental effects of 
ya © eS. and activites On munonty popula 
* DOpulatons (defined as those 
The executive oroer 
} ons apply tuliy to Amencan 
nd indian tribes. specifically to af 
nos treaty ngnis. trust responsiDiites 
nd the healt and environment of Indian cCommurties 


: 
Enwiror mMmentaA us’ 
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Native American access to Cultural and religious sites 
may tall under the umbrella of enviwonmenta: justice 
concerns if the sites are on tribal lancs or treaty ngnt has 
granted access to a specific location. With regard to 
environmental justice issues affecting Natrve Amencan 
ines or Groups. the planning area Contaims no tribal 
lands of indian Communities. and no treaty ngnts or 
ndian trust resources are known tc exist for tts area 


SOIL RESOURCES 


Soil development is influenced by frve mayor factors 
Chmate. wing organisms. parent material. topography 
and tine. in the yianning area these tactors have 
combined to produce soils with many different charac 
teristics. For interpretive purposes. please refer to the 
Wyomwng General Soil Map (Univ. of WY 1977). Due to 
the general nature of thus map. it ts intended to provide 
a broad perspective for planning purposes rather than 
decisions on the use of specific tracts. Table 3-17 1s a 
iSt of general soil units in the planning area taken from 
the Wyomung Genera! Soi Map 
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SOl 


Recreation Activity 


Fistung 


Elk hwy 
Mule Ceres rust no 


White-tail deer hunting 


ning 


Antelope hunting 


Upland Dird hus ie 


7 
iurkey hunt no 


Geese rust no 


Duck nun m9 


Sma 
Non 
Total 


Gane 


cunsumptive us 


"a 


Wyoming* 
3.107 036 
301.650 
354 967 
72 171 
117 916 
125.911 
15.709 
28 344 
32 599 


51.061 


4.207 364 


Total Visitor Days 
Crock Niobrara 
66.110 6.645 

1402 6” 
16.355 4158 
30.796 1107 

< 783 _ 216 
2019 
10 366 

646 
1 456 
2010 

137,943 16.188 


TABLE 3-16 


Weston 
16.560 
156 
5.558 
2233 
3.070 


27,577 


Total 


Visitor Days 
91.315 
1.620 
26.071 
34.136 


181.708 


Visitor 


Planning Area Days on 


500 
5.347 


RECREATION-RELATED INCOME UNDER EXISTING MANAGEMENT IN 1989 


Resulting income 


Expended 


$5483 
70.90 
64 43 
64 43 
96 53 
39 BE 
4539 
59 86 
59 8€ 
4964 


30 00 


Total Planning 
BiMlands perDay’ Area Expenditures Tota! _M 


$ 5.006.801 
114 858 
1.679.755 
2.199.382 
1.165.021 
120 85/7 


470513 


36/70 


10,963,191 


$ 
6 594 
96 258 
126 025 


- 


i 739 
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Ti 
m 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE 3-17 
GENERAL SOIL UNITS 
Soil Percentage 
Unit of Area Characteristics 


SOILS OF THE MOUNTAINS AND MOUNTAIN VALLEYS 


MF.1 73 Eutroboralfs-Haploboralis Association. Dormnantly dark colored soils develop- 
ing iN residuum and transported materials from igneous and sedimentary 
Dbecrocks 


SOILS OF THE EASTERN WYOMING PLAINS (soils formed from transported materials) 


P-3 55 Torrifiuvents -Haplargids- Tornorthents Association. Nearly level to gently siop- 
NG soils wf alluvium on floodplains and terraces 


SOILS OF THE EASTERN WYOMING PLAINS (soils formed from residua! materials on steep uplands) 


P.4 26 Tornorthents. shallow Association. Shallow and very Geep soils developing in 
residuum and alluvium from interbedded sandstone and shales 


Tornorthents-Hapiargrds Association. Rolling to steep soils are developing in 
residuum and alluvium from interbedded sandstone and shales 


Tornortnents-Tornorthents. shallow Association Rolling to steep soils are 
developing in residuum from siltstones 


P.5 249 
P-6 54 


P.9 04 Argiustolis Association. Located in the Hartville uplift area. Sioping to steep 


soils developing in residuum from metasedimentary bedrock 


P.10 60 Tornorthents. fine Association. Gently roiling sors developing in residuum from 


shale 


105 Tornorthents-Argiustolls Association. Located adjacent to the Black Hills 
These gently sloping tc steep sols are developing in residuum trom interbedded 


shales and sandstone 


Tornorthents Argiustolls-Hapiustolls Association. Adjacent to the Black Hills 
Gently sloping soils are developing in residuum and alluvium from siltstones 
and wmestones 


Haplargids -Paleargids- To'r orthents Association. Located in the central part of 
the Powder Fiver Basin ficting soils are developing in residuum and alluvium 
from interbedded sandstr; ‘es and shales 


Angustolls-Haplustolls .4ssociation Gently rolling and rolling soils developing 
m residuum trom tine grainec sandstone 


po Tornorthents. fine. Tornfluvents Association Gently to moderately sloping sors 


are dO :veloping in alluvium and residuum from shales 


yi r 5 eWwY *G 


Specific soi information tor Crook County 1s available All of the publications cited are available tor review at 





in the “Soi Survey of Crook County. Wyoming (USDA 
NACS 1983) A simular detailed survey has been com 
pleted for Weston County. and it is published in “Soil 
Survey of Weston County. Wyoming (USDA. NRCS 
1990). The NRCS has completed. but not yet published. 
a detailed survey of Niobrara County. These more 
detailed surveys should be used when implementing 
land management practices 
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the Casper Field Office. Copies may also be available 
at local branes. NRCS offices. or the University of 
Wyoming 


Soils in the study area can be broken into two broad 
Gelineations. soils of the mountains and mountain val 
leys. and soils of the plains 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Soils of the Mountains and 
Mountain Valleys 


This association is located in the Black Hillis. These 
generally dark-colored soils are developed in residuum 
and transported materials from igneous and sec:men- 
tary bedrock. The soils formed in a cool (frigid) clumate 
and are uSually moist in some parts Guring the summer 
This mapping uni is rolling to steep. Mou tainous iand- 
scape with narrow valieys and is principally forest cov- 
ered with interspersed areas of grass-shrub lands. Av- 
erage annual precipitation (AAP) is 14 tc 24 inches 
mean annua! sol temperature (MAST) is less than 47 
and. mean summer soil temperature (MSST, «s greater 
than 59 F 


Soils of the Eastern Wyoming 
Plains 


The plains soils can be divided into three broad 
grouvs. soils formed from transported materials. sovls 
torrned from residual materials on steep uplands. and 
soils on nearly level to rolling upland plains. terraces 
and tans Soils formed in transported materials are 
assoc‘ated with the major Grainages im northeastern 
Wyormng The soils are nearly level to gently sloping 
(zero tO Sm percent slopes) and are developing in 
aliuwurn on floodplains and terraces The soils are 
geria: ally deep to very deep and are well drained 


Soils formed trom residual materials on steep up- 
lands are forming mm residuum and alluvium from sand- 
rock. These rolling to steep (5% to 40% slopes) soils are 
generally medium textured and range trom shallow to 
Geep. Most of these upland soils are well drained 


On the nearly level to rolling upland plains. terraces 
and tans. soils are developing im residuum and alluvium 
Gerived from shales. sandstone. siltstone. and lime- 
Stone bedrock. Soil depths range from shallow to very 
Geep and are generally grass-shrub covered 


AAP for the plains soils is 12 to 16 inches. MAST is 
47 F to 59 F. and MSST is more than 59 F 


VEGETATION RESOURCES 


information concerning vegetation resources was 
obtained from the 1957 through 1959 Little Missour 
Fiver Basin (MRB) studies (USDI. BLM 1957). This 
Survey covers the better-biocked public lands in the 
planning area. Table 3-18 provides a description of the 
vegetation types and the acreages in the area. Because 
of the way the MRB studies were compiled. the vegeta 
ton types are broken out by the percent of the tota! MRB 
Study in Crook and Weston counties and the total acres 
in the study in Niobrara County Isolated tracts are not 
included 


TABLE 3-18 
VEGETATION TYPES AND ACREAGES 
Crook County Weston County Niobrara County 
Vegetation Percentage Percentage 
Type Acres of MRB Study Acres of MRB Study Acres Only 
Big sage 153,000 67 110.100 29 93.985 
Grassiand 25.300 15 199 600 Ts) 16.900 
Conifer 12.600 8 51 200 13 360 
Salthrush 9 400 6 4200 ’ 
Meadow 5.600 3 
Waste 1.300 ’ 6.100 2 
Browse 500 trace f 46y 2 600 
Agricultural 
cropiand. or 

Cultivated 300 trace 15.109 4 
Greasewood 9.200 

No viata available 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The natural vegetative Cover in the planning area is 
predormmnately the shorigrass or mixed praine. The 
principal grass speces are needie-and-thwead grass 
western wheaigrass. buftalograss. June grass. Sandbeig 
Divegrass. Kentucky Divegrass. three awns. iittle 
biuvestem. and bive grama 


For the Newcastle area as a whole. blue grama is 
probably the most mporiant species for iwestock for 
age. Cattle. horses. and sheep make use of biue grama 
any season of the year. The proper use tactor for biue 
grama for Cattle and horses 1s uSually mm the neighbor 
hood of 30°. to 50%. in pure stands. Dive grama will 
uSually yreid trom 100 to 125 pounds of forage per acre 
at Ory weight i grows from 2 to 6 inches ugh and may 
be Cons:Gered aS a key species Of the shorigrass ranges 


Much of the range in the area has a Sagebrush aspect 
nm wiech big Sage appears to be the dominant shrub 
vegetation often comprising one-fourth of the vegetative 
composition Other shrubs associated with big sage are 
Siiver Sagebrush raboribrushes. plains pricklypear. wid 
roses. black grcasewood. and sumac. Along the tribu 
tanes and main streams are found willows. cotton 
wooos. green ash nuftall sarvice Derry. Chokecherry 
and widpium Rocky Mountain jumper. ponderosa pine 
and creeping jumper are found along some o the fgher 
noges ano siopes in the north. south centra!. and east 
ern portions of the Newcastle area 


Most of ttws natve forage and vegetation is produced 
On POOr sors and topogr apically rolling to rough terrain 
of the sem and plains. and is used Dy a wgorous 
nvestock industry and abundant widite For a complete 

st of plant species and ther ecological Characteristics 
see appernor J 


Dorn (1977) quotes USDA F orec? Serwoe Research 
Paper HM“? June 19°71 ip 323 325). by Gescribing 
the following important vegetatvve *yoes of the Black 
~) 


Grassland Type 


Grassiand vecetation m the Black hills can b- 
SUDOiviGed "No two Major GrvIS:ONS Dased On effec 

tve mornst..e The Oner parts of the southern Hills 
support a bunchgrass vegetaton dominated by 
Andropogon scoparus Ttws type also occurs on 
exposed south. and west facing slopes and baids 
nm the Central Area where i itergrades into the 
Pinus ponderosa Andropogon scopanus subtype 
previously mentioned Additional component spe 

Cres are similar »n ihese two vegetation types 


The mid-grasses. Agropyron smithw and Stipa 
Spp.. dorminate extensive grasslands in the south 
ern Biack Hills. Other important species in this 
grassiand are Artemisia fignda and Bouteloua spp 


Short-grass praine Gomunated by Boutek wa graci- 
ks and Buchioe dactyloides occurs miennixed with 
the Agropyron-Stipa mid-grass type. possibly as a 
result of overgrazing. Opuntia spp. are also com- 
mon here. as are Artemisia tngida and Bromus 
japomcus 


Grassiand types are the most abundant in NRA 
accounting for about halt of all vegetatrve types 


Big Sagebrush Shrubland 


An Artesia indentata shrubland type occurs on 
lowlands to the west and south of the Biack Hills 
Several other speces of Artemsiaare also present 
A cana. A titoha. and A. tngida are the most 
common of these Chrysofhamnus nauseous 's 
abundant on eroded sites 


Big sacebrush shrublands are the second most abun 
Gam vegetative type in the planning unit accounting for 
about one fourth of the vegetative types 


Juniper Woodland 


The Junperus scopulorun: woodland type 1s best 
developed in the southern Black Hills and on river 
breaks i the northern Great Plains to the east of 
the Black Hills Pinus ponderosa is often an 
overstory codomrate Aibes spp and Ahus 
triobata are mportant shrubs The herb layer has 
Gistenct prane afirtes Stpa spp Bouteloua 
gracks and 8 curtipendula are common 


True shrublano vegetation im the Black rilis is 
wmted although some tree speces (Quercus 
macrocarpa Populus tremulomes) also grow as 
Stwubs especia'ly in Ol0 forest burns However 

stv UDland dorwnated by Cercocarpus Montanus 's 
present along the western edge of the Black Hills 
and extends to the south and east At lower 
elevatons Cercocarpus montanus has an open 
GiStriDuhon and ndrvidual shrubs are seldom more 
than 4 ‘eet'a “dt tgher elevatons. the shrubs 
exceed '0 fect in hein and torm very dense 
tmeckets Associcted shrub specs are Aides spp 

Rhus triobata. and Jumperus scopulorum The 
herbaceous stratum 1s Gormwnated by prame spe 
ces Bouteloua spp Calamovilta iongtoka. and 
Andropogon gerard are the 0st comn.on spe 
ces 


Ponderosa Pine Forest 


Pinus ponderosa Cercocarpus montanus occurs 
on the western edge of the Biack Hills. [It] inter 
grades into Cercocerpus montanus shrubland at 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


lower elevations. [it is] confined to ca'careous 
Andropogon spp. are also present 


Pinus ponderosa Jumperus commums Berbers 
repens |ts] the Gommant fores! type al Tgher 
elevauons (+6.000 feet) on the northwestern Lime- 
stone Plateau. Sheperdia canadensis. Bromus 
pumpethanus, Elymus glauca. and Trifolium spp 
are the more Common associates. 


Poisonous and Noxious Plants 


Locoweed. silver lupine or wild bea). and larkspur are 
the principal porsonous plants m the planning area 
Locoweed (Crazyweed) 1s attractive spring forage but 
Capable of causing loco Gisease mn horses. cattle. sheep 
and goats. While generally not palatable. a lack of good 
forage can force livestock to eat them. Relatrvc!, iziye 
amounts of the plants must be eaten to be Gang-zrous. 
but this :s possible because once arwmals start eating 
the plants. a craving develops for more. The entire plant 
iS porsonous. either grsen or Gry. Death is slow in all 
hwestock. with symptoms in early stages of porsoning 
most Gramatic in horses. Horses seem to be crazy 
(loco). spocking easily. and running into objects as if 
thew vision is faulty Depression. trembling. and paraly 
SiS are Common to all livestock. Final stages are 
characterized by mability to eat or drink and lack of 
coordination 


Silver lupine and several other species of lupinus are 
especially poisonous Most cuses of porsoning result 
from eating pods with seeds. The pods alone. and 
sometimes the leaves May also Cause poisoning Mos 
losses trom lupus OCCur from sheep in the late summer 
and autumn Sometimes an early snowtall may cover 
most of the shorter vegetation and leave the lupine pods 
projecting above the snow where they are easily nibbied 
by sheep frequently with tata! results to large numbers 
it ss Debeved that more sheep are porsoned in Wyoming 
by silver lupine than by any other plant Cattle and 
horses are also posoned at tmes Porsoned sheep 
show signs of nervousness and labored breathing have 
convulsions and frequently froth at the mouth 


As a group larkspurs are second onty to the loco 
weds in Causing westock losses in the western United 
States Plains larkspur is one of these species known to 
be extremely porsonous to cattle A 1 000 pound anna: 
may de trom larkipur porsoning within an hour after 
consumung 5 pourds of young larkspur Porsoning 
symptoms for cattle include staggering. nausea. exces 
sive Salvation. frequent swallowing. quivering. bloating 
and paralysis of respiratory cen’<rs_ Sheep and horses 
are not extremely susceptible to larkspur porsoning and 
in Most imtances can safely graze larkspur-intested 
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ranges intact. imtensive use of larkspur infested ranges 
by sheep has been recommended to reduce abundance 
of the plant. thereby Gecreasing the danger for cattle 
Toxicity decreases wih plant maturity except for seeds 
whch remain porsonous. Chemical sprays and grub- 
bing are effective means of contro! 


Cockleburs may Cause problems to sheep in the area 
The burs attach to the sheeps woo! causing writation to 
*hew heads and taces. Burs are aiso responsible for a 
lower grade of wool 


Leaty spurge has become a av"i0us NOmOUS weed mn 
the northern portion of the planning area ft grows on 
Q0od cultrvi"ted lands anc shaliow rocky souls. spreading 
rapidly over range lends. where it becomes estabirshed 
and crowds Out practically all other vegetation Leafy 
Spurge 'S a poor forage. and some sheep deaths have 
been attributed to « Appendu K contains additional 
«tormation on porsonous plants 


Weed Control 


Weec contro! in the planning is accomplished using 
herbicides. Selective control «s accomplished using 
insects. Grazing on ncxious weeds by sheep and goais 
iS also Deng studied The control is variable but usually 
the weeds reappear withwn two years Target species 
are leaty spurge and Canada and miisk thstie. Ninety 
‘ve percent of the budget is spent controlling leaty 
spurge Between $20.000 and $22000 was sp.’ 
annually over the last five years A summary of weed 
contro! for each County in pe planning area toliows 


Crook County has the largest weed problem in the 
resource area Leaty spurge has become a severe 
economic probierr in the Deviis Tower area About 
2.000 acres of BLM adm. wstered surtace are affected 
Leaty spurge continues to spread in sp'te of the com 
bined effons of BI M APHIS the University of Wyomung 
and the county weed and pest distnct Between 95°. 
and 100°. of the weed budget is spent in Crook County 


insect species were released on leaty spurge in 199" 
Ths 1S a New biological Control program wrwch is show 
INQ GOOD results 0 other states and Carwda Rancher 
are also encouraged to use sheep or gouts tc contro 
leaty spurge through grazing The goal is to actveve 
contro! of weedy species. primarily eaty Sourge and 
reduce the use of herbiowdes 


Weston County sprays small acreage” of BLM-ad 
rmmstered public lands for leaty spurge write top ano 
thistle. The weeds are in scattered tracts totalng less 
than 1S acres Approxmately $800 is spent annually on 
thes program 

Niobrara County sprayed one tract of Canada thistie 
in the last five years at a cost of $6,180 
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Rangeland 


Thws «Ss Gefined as land where the potential natural 
vegetation «s predommnantly grasses. grassike plants 
fords or shrubs. and where natural vegetation was an 
mportamt mnfivence ss @s pristine state 


Herbaceous Rangeland 


Ties category encompasses lands Gommnated by oc- 
curnng grasses and forbs as well as those areas of 
actual rangeland whuch have been moditied to include 
grasses and fords as thew principal cover. when the land 
iS managed for rangeland purposes and not managed 
uSiNg practices typical of pastureland. i mcludes the 
taligrass (Or true praime) shorigrass. Ounchgrass or 
palouse g’ass 4nd Geser! grass *eg:ons 


Shrub and Brush Rangeland 


The shrub and Urush rangeland is found in the sem. 
and regions Characterized Dy Such vegetatrve types with 
woody stems as big sagebrush shadcscale. grease- 
wood. and rabbribrush 


Mixed Rangeland 


ven more than one-thwrd intermuxture of either her 

baceous oF shrub and brush rangeland species occurs 
nm a speciic area. * 1s Classified as mimed rangeland 
Were the imtermurture land use or uses totais less than 
onw-tterd of the specific area the Category appropriate 
to the dormnate type of rangeland «: apphed Mixtures 
cof herbaceous and sivud plants are not considered 
rangeland 


Forestiand 


Forestiands are iano occupied al least 10°.%, ‘urest 
ees ci any size or la Ws that formerly had such tree 
cover and are not currently developed for nontorest use 
Pinyon pine and jumper are Considered forest trees 


Deciduous Forestiand 


Deciduous forestiand inciudes al! ‘orested areas Nav 
Ng a predormunance of trees that lose thew leaves at the 


end of the trost-tree season c: at the Deginrung of a Gry 
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$@ason (cotionwo0c0d) 


Conifer Forestiand 


Conder torestiand includes all forested areas m wiuch 
the trees are predommantly those which remain green 


throughout the year (pine) 
Wetland 


Wetlands are thuse areas where the water table is at 
near. or above the land surtace tor a significant part of 
most years 


Nonforested Wetland 


These wetiands include brackish saltmarshes and 
nonvegetated fia:s. and also treshwater meadows. wet 
praines. and open bogs 


Rare Plants 


in 1989. The Nature Conservancy began an inven 
tory ™ threatened. endangered. candidate rare or 
ser sitive plamt speces on public land nm the plannng 
area. This was the first attempt at an inventory of such 
“pe0Kes Of uluQue COMMuNntes / Ine area ft was 
onginally Gesigned to be a Multiphase evaluation of all 
public lands im the plannwng area that wo.ld nciude 
WMerature and herbarium searches held surveys and 
recommendations Concerning management of speces 
of concern and possibile threats or mmpacts to these 
species resulting trom management actions of offer 
programs Due to budgetary restrants ts mventor, 
was not continued m 1990 Work was completed 
199! and additional intormaton is now avaiable 


Currently only three speces of plants Nave beer 
proposed for any bund of Gesignaton i the plary..19 area 
and are isted n table 3.19 Both general tlornstc and 
species specific Surveys for target speces will De con 
tinued tf) NCcrease *nOwledge Of [he Occurrence Of (hese 
species and to mplement management decrs:ons Mat 
May affect these speces 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE 3-19 
DRAFT BLM SPECIAL STATUS PLANT SPECIES 

FED BLM TNC 
Scientific Name Common Name Status’ Status Status County 
Sprranthes dduviairs 
Ute Ladies -Tresses FT S G2S' Nwobrara 
Lesquerelia arenosa vat argiliosa 
Siesaddie Biadderpod — S GS5T3S! Nwoodrara 
Parthernum aipmum 
Alpine fever tew - VW G3S$3 Nobrara 


FT . Federally tfweaterec S 


Where sensitrve speces occur on public land. BLM 
will strive to use Conservation practices to keep them 
and thew habtats trom decreasing and keep them trom 
being detignated as candidate or TSE spoces 


The goa’ of tvs approach is to try to sufficently protect 
these ser strve species So that ¢ will be unnecessary tor 
them tr be listed as ether candidate speces of as TAE 


species 


ts Deheved that « would be of mutual benefit to all 
pares wittwn the Newcastle area @ isting cou 3 be 
avorded due to insuffiment protective Measures 


VISUAL RESOURCES 


Visual resource classification inventones have not 
been completed in the plannwng area Map 3 20 shows 
the proposed visual resources ciassications for the 
area Each VAM class has an otectve wich pre 
s~"Des the level of acceptable Change in the landscape 
These objectives are as follows 


VRM Cless i: Thvs class apples to areas where the 
Objective 6 to Manntann a landscape setting that appears 
unaltered by man (0 acres surtace 0 acres spl estate 


VAM Cless i: ‘ive class apphes 10 areas where he 
Objective 1S 10 design P’OpOSed alter ations so as to retain 
the exstng Character of the landscape (5 “©° acres 
surtace 4240 acres spit estate) 


VAM Class WH 7 ws Class apphes 0 areas where the 
Obectve «© 10 Gesigr proposed alieratons so as to 
Dartally retamn the earstng Character of the landscape 
284 860 acres surtace ' 404 628 acres spit estate 


VRM Class IY: ‘Ths Class apphes to areas where the 
Otvectrve 1s to provede for Management actvihes wich 
require Major MOGcation of the exstng character of 
the landscape (320 acres surface 0 acres spit estate) 


VPM Sless V: ‘hvs Cass apches to areas where the 
naniral character has been Grastcally altered and the 


BLM serstwe W « BLY wate’ 
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area reoures renabitaton to upgrade i to one of the 
above classficatons (0 acres surtace 0 acres spit 
estate) 


The area surrounding Devils Tower National Monu 
ment n Crock County was proposed tor Ciass | designa- 
ton (400 acres of public land surtace. 3.080 acres of 
federal mmeral estate) We have proposed to change 
ths area to a Class li designation. The change was 
made because was brought to our attention that VAM 
Class | designations were generally reserved tor estab 
ushed widerness areas or extreme.y sensitive areas 
where the vewshed was in immunent danger of being 
adversely modited We Getermuned that tts was not the 
case in the Devils Tower National Monument area The 
Sateguards provided by the Ciass |! designation would 
be adequate to protect the visuc' Character of the monu 
ment as wewed from the monument or the surrounding 
public lands Ths change removed 400 acres of BLM 
aormrustered pubkc surtace and 3.0860 acres of split 
»state trom the Ciass | designator. and added * to the 
Class |i designation 


Another area along the Wyorwng South Danota state 
une in Weston County +s proposed tor Ciass |! Gesigna 
hon Ths :s an area of steep slopes on the western side 
of the Black Mills with sagged rock Outcrops and Neavi'y 
wmbered slopes hat can be wewed from US Mgnhway 
85 US Mighwey '6 County and local roads 7 the area 
Ths DrOPOSED Gesignaton includes apprommetety 5 360 
acres of puBhe surtace and abou! ' '60 acres of tedera 
rune a’ estate 


Cass IV Geagnaton would be estatisnhed tor the 
frock Guarty ote 9 7 44N R GOW sector 8 (320 
acres) No area® ve classed m Ciass V The remaw 
Ger of the resource area would De des gnated as Class 
i) (284 860 acres pubic land surtace | 404 828 acres 
spl estate) unt! such tne as inventones are CO’ diete 
and Gesignatons other than these are rece” me ted 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


WATER RESOURCES 
Groundwater 


Since perennia! supplies of surface water are scarce 
in the area. the primary source of water for domestic. 
agricultural (livestock). and industrial use is groundwa- 
ter produced from wells. Water is available from several 
aquifers ranging trom recent ailuvial deposits to the 
Mississippian-aged Madison Limestone 


Alluvium 


Alluvium aquifers are locally important throughout the 
planning area for livestock and irrigation use. Logically 
itis More important in the larger river valleys such as the 
Belle Fourche, Cheyenne. and Little Missouri. In the 
larger valleys. quantities are suitable for irrigation: how- 
ever. quality may limit usefulness 


Arikaree 


in parts of Niobrara County, the Arkaree Formation 
yields large quantitves (up to 1.000 gallons per minute 
(gpm) or more) of water suitable for practically any use. 
However, use of the Ankaree in parts of Wyoming and 
Nebraska has often exceeded the estimated 0.33 inches 
of annual recharge from surface infiltration resulting in 
groundwater “mining. Because of this. additional uses 
of the water may be limited in the future 


White River 


Where it is present in Niobrara County, the White 
River Formation has some of the best. consistently 
good-quality water in the area. Quantity is the only factor 
which limits its use to primarily domestic and livestock 
Recharge is by exposed outcrops and suriace infiltra 
tion. 


Fort Union/Lance 


The Fort Union and Lance formations are the primary 
source of domestic and stock wells. Total dissolved 
solids (TDS) range from less than 1,000 milligrams per 
liter (mq!) to over 3.000 mq. The water is characterized 
as a calcium sulfate sodium sulfate type. in most wells 
the TOS concentrations exceed the recommended level! 
for a drinking water supply: however. it is often used as 
such. 


Fox Hills 


The Fox Hills Formation, with artesian pressure, is a 
commonly used aquifer for stock wells and a few domes- 
tic wells. 
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Newcastle Sandstone 


The Newcastle Sandsione is a locally significant 
aquifer where fairly large quantities of good quality water 
are produced. This aquifer supplies 2 few stock and 
domestic wells near the area of the outcrop along the 
flank of the Black Hills 


Lower Cretaceous and Upper Jurassic 
Aquifers 


This group of aquifers include the Cloverly, Fall River. 
Inyan Kara. Lakota. Morrison. and Sundance forma- 
tions. These formations are locally imporiant sources of 
stock water where they are shallow enough to be eco- 
nomically developed (for example. near outcrops). Ex- 
cept for the Hulett Sandstone member of the Sundance 
Formation. the yields are generally low but quite ad- 
equate for stock. The yield from the Hulett Sandstone. 
because of its Coarse texture and relative thickness. 
may be the exception 


Minnelusa Pahasapa (Madison) 


The Minnelusa ts generally too deep for economic 
development. However. where it is shallower near 
Hulett (700 feet) it is the source for a large flowing weil. 
A few deep wells have been drilled to the Minnelusa and 
Pahasapa (or Madison) and produce large quantities of 
good quality water. Large supplies of water could be 
used from these aquifers 


Recharge to most of the aquifers underlying the area 
is through the outcrop areas. Except where the aquifers 
are exposed io the surface. recharge from surface 
infiltration 1s insignificant 


Surface Water 


The planning area is drained primarily by four river 
basins: the Cheyenne River (51%). the Belle Fourche 
River (32%). the Little Missouri River (9%), and the 
Niobrara River (6%). A very small portion of the area 
(2°) drains into the Platte and Powder Rivers. Peak 
runoff occurs generally at two times during the year. 
Early runoff (March through April) is in response to 
snowmelt with the majcr peak occurring in May and June 
in response to rainfall events. A summary of monthly 
average daily flows at selected stations in the planning 
area and a tabulation of the stream Gauging stations in 
the planning area are available for review in the MSA on 
file at the Newcastle Field Office. Most of the streams in 
the planning area are ephemeral in nature and flow only 
in response to snowmelt and raintall events. Surface 
water quality of the area is generally suitable for live- 
stock and limited irrigation of salt tolerant crops. Table 


//4 

















AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


3-20 is a summary of water quality samples taken at 
selected sites in the planning area. 


The State of Wyoming. DEQ. is in the process of 
implementing a nonpoint source pollution contro! plan 
(Clean Water Act, section 319). The state's waters 
have been classifies :nte four categones, as part of this 
implementation. The water quality standards are listed 
in chapter 1 of the Wyoming DEQ’s Water Quality Rules 
and Regulations (WDEG 1990). Class 1, 2, and 3 waters 
are those with specific water quality standards that must 
be maintained (map 3-21). 


WILDLIFE RESOURCES 


The Newcastle planning area provides potential habi- 
tat for 447 species of wildlife. Of these. 282 species of 
birds. 76 species of mammals. 30 species of reptiles and 
amphibians, and 59 species of fish have been docu- 
mented as occurring in the area or adjacent similar 
habitats. 


There are a wide diversity of wildlife habitats and 
populations in the planning area. Inportant habitat 
types include riparian areas. grasslands, shrublands, 
and timbered areas. Within each of these general types 
or communities are individual habitat types providing a 
variety of combinations of food, shelter. water. and 
breeding habitats preferred by a variety of species. 
Some types are used year-long while others provide 
different requirements that vary seasonally. Acreage 
estimates for these various habitat types have not been 
tabulated: however. acreages of general community 
types are shown in tabie 3-21 


Some specialized habitat types such as prairie Gog 
towns. riparian areas. rare or unique plant communities. 
and shrub communities have been surveyed and re- 
corded. Information on these habitat types ts available 
at the Newcastle Field Office 
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TABLE 3-20 
WATER QUALITY SUMMARY FOR SELECTED STATIONS IN THE NEWCASTLE PLANNING AREA 












































Total 
Water Dis- 
Tem- Specific Bicar- | Carbon- Magne- Potas- solved 
perature | Conduc- bonate ate Calcium | sium Sodium | sium Chiorine | Sulfate | Fluorine | Solids 
Station Name (°C ) ivity | pH | (mg) (mg) (mgt) | (mgt) | (mg/l) | (mg) (mg) (mgl) (mg}) (mg!) 
Nnobrara River at state line 11.1 441 75 51.0 11.0 88 57 22 14.0 03 267 
Belle Fourche River at Devils 10.4 1,481 80 2270 03 1744 544 96.9 70 91 651.5 06 1,123 
Tower 
Belle Fourche below Moorcroft 10.7 2.386 80 4251 13 105.4 63.9 2943 11.0 625 761.9 05 1,500 
Donkey Creek near Moorcroft 94 3,249 8.1 565.1 25 1523 1442 595.3 164 1016 1,607.0 1.1 2.962 
Beaver Creek near Newcastle 106 4,105 76 1840 0.0 3744 123.4 807.8 66 5944 1,558.5 09 3.268 
Cheyenne River near Riverwew 15.5 3,414 8.1 302.1 05 193.0 775 497.0 116 743 1,482 2 0.7 2.288 
Cheyenne River at Riverview 15.6 2.707 79 fo nnee= J nneee 172.0 689 436.0 11.4 86 4 1,286.2 05 2,207 
Lance Creek near Riverview 13.2 3,155 79 3554 0.0 1946 71.7 4696 129 106.4 1.346 2 06 2.420 
Lodgepole Creek near 108 2.788 86 7595 28.2 222 178 625.4 73 16.7 7,672.0 06 1,847 
Hampshire 
Black Thunder Creek near 126 886 79 150.0 00 490 21.5 116.0 85.7 80 328 8 05 660 
Hamosiwe 
Little Thunder Creek near 11.1 2.049 8.0 2743 03 93.3 588 280.1 129 147 7714 05 1.448 
Hampshire 
Little Missour: River near New 143 1,600 75 1400 00 100.0 59.3 1726 92 41 706 7 06 1,129 
Haven 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE 3-21 
ACREAGE OF COMMUNITY TYPES 
yee CCC 
Woodland 25,300 
Riparian 1,363 
Aquatic 1,065 
Shrub-grassland' 264,772 


‘Includes all shrub species 


Four big game species inhabit the resource area: 
mule deer, white-tailed deer, pronghorn antelope, and 
elk. Mule deer occur in most habitats in the planning 


area with the greatest concentrations on public land 
occurring in foothill areas and the rough. broken plains 
areas. White-tailed deer occur in the timbered habitats 
found along the Wyoming-South Dakota state line in 
Weston County and in association with riparian zones. 
Crucial winter ranges, including 9,080 acres of public 
lands, have been identified for both deer species in the 
planning area. These areas are shown on map 3-22. 
Pronghorn antelope prefer the open plains areas of all 
three counties, and elk use on public land is restricted to 
the timbered habitat types in Weston and Crook coun- 
ties. Table 3-22 shows big game populations in the 
planning area. Maps 3-16. 3-17, 3-18, 3-23. and 3-24 
show hunt areas and herd unit areas for deer, antelope, 
and elk. 


TABLE 3-22 
WGFD 1996 BIG GAME POST-SEASON POPULATIONS 
AND POPULATION OBJECTIVES 
Post-season Population 
Herd Unit Population Objective 

ANTELOPE 

North Black Hills 10.277 14.000 

South Black Hills 2.309 3.000 

Thunder Basin 6.985 8.000 

Lance Creek 26.016 27.000 
MULE DEER 

Black Hills 21,592 20.000 

Lance Creek 15.709 18,000 

Thunder Basin 17,201 13,000 
ELK 

Black Hills unknown 500 

Rawhide 90-110 40 
WHITE-TAILED DEER 

Black Hills 29,027 40,000 

Thunder Basin unknown 1.750 


SOURCE WGFD 1998 


The only trophy game species present in the area is 
the mountain lion. The majority of sightings have oc- 
curred in the Elk Mountain area and the foothills areas 
along the eastern side of Weston County. 


Upland game species include sage grouse. sharp- 
tailed grouse, ruffed grouse, and wild turkeys. Sage 
grouse are found on the sagebrush grasslands, while 
sharp-tailed grouse prefer foothills transition zones be- 
tween shrub communities and forested lands. Ruffed 
grouse prefer timbered habitats. Activity levels of sage 


115 


grouse and sharp-tailed grouse ioxs and nesting areas 
can vary greatly from year to year depending on popu 

lation levels. It is not uncommon for a lek to have no or 
little activity for a period of years, then become active 
again as populations and habitat conditions become 
more favorable. Tables 3-23 and 4-1 denote recoraed 
leks with current or recent activity. These ieks may 
become more or less active in future years—some may 
be abandoned and new ones may be established. 
Turkeys generally prefer the same habitat types as 
white-tailed deer—timbered areas and riparian zones. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE 3-23 
SAGE GROUSE AND SHARP-TAILED GROUSE AREAS 
Crook Weston Niobrara 
County County County Total 
SAGE GROUSE 
Number of strutting grounds 10 15 14 39 
with public iand or split estate 
Number of leks on public land 0 4 3 7 
Total number of strutting grounds 10 33 14 57 
in County 
SHARP. TAILED GROUSE 
Number of strutting grounds 23 2 0 25 
with public land or split estate 
Number of leks on public land 0 0 0 0 
Total number of strutting grounds 51 17 2 70 
in County 
‘rutting grounds include the entire 2 mile restncted use area tor Sage grouse 0 a 1 le races for sharp tailed grouse (including 
the breeding compiles and nesting area: 


Lek refers to the actual breeding (u* aly called the strutting ground) at the center of the restrcted-use area 


Waterfowl species are not Common on public lands in 
the area but when suitable aquatic and nparian habitats 
exist they are usually occupied by ducks. geese. shore 
birds. and other water birds. The planning area falls in 
the central tlyway but 1s not in any of the heavily used 
migration routes. Nesting occurs where adequate water 
and cover exist and use of surface waters are made in 
the spring and fall as resting and loafing areas for ducks 
and geese 


In 1982 and 1992 surveys of praine dog towns on 
public lands were conducted in Crook. Weston. and 
Niobrara counties. The number of towns and acreages 
of the towns on public land is shown in table 3-9. Prairie 
dogs are extremely prolific and have the capability of 
expanding their towns very rapidly when conditions are 
favorable 


Since 1982 three control efforts have taken place on 
970 acres of public land. In all instances only approved 
pesticides for rodent control were allowed and were 
applied either by APHIS or another applicator under 
their supervision 
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Special Situation Areas 
Aquatic Habitat 


The Newcastle area is lacking in an abundance of 
streams and lakes that are capable of sustaining a game 
fishing resource. The planning area contains 1.065 
acres of surface waters in 390 ponds and reservoirs 
The number of miles of streams and their classification 
has not been completed for the planning area. While 
some stream habitat such as the short sections of the 
Belle Fourche River that occur on public land support 
game species. the opportunity for management is low 
due to the smal! amount of public land involved. Ponds 
and recervoirs are well adapted to several species 
including rainbow trout and largemouth bass and many 
do contain these species. However, very little manage- 
ment activity has taken place due to the isolated location 
and lack of public access to most waters on public lands 
Table 3-24 gives the trout stream classifications for the 
three counties in the planning area 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


TABLE 3-24 
TROUT STREAM CLASSIFICATIONS 


Niobrara Weston Crook 
County County County Total 


Class 1 0 0 4 4 
Class 2 0 0 1 1 
Class 3 0 13 9 22 
Class 4 4 0 0 4 
Class 5 0 0 0 0 
Class 1: Premium trout waters fishenes of national im 
portance 
Class 2: Very good trout waters fisheries of statewide 
importance 
Class 3: Important trout waters /fishenes of regional 
importance 


Class 4: Low production waters fishenes of loca! im 
portance but generally incapable of sustaining 
substantial fishing pressure 

Class 5: Very low production waters fishenes often in- 
capable of sustaining a fishery 

SOURCE WGFD 1987 


Riparian Habitat ton are shown in table 3-25 While riparian habitat 
constitutes a very small percentage uf total! public land 

Riparian habitat inventory began in 1988 and was surface in the planning area it contributes a dispropor 
scheduled to be completed in 1990. Due to budget —tionate value to the needs of a large number of wildiife 


constraints the inventory was completed in 1992 Pre species providing food. shelter. and breeding areas as 
liminary data depicting acres. classification, and condi well as nesting sites for birds 


TABLE 3-25 
PRELIMINARY RIPARIAN CLASSIFICATION INFORMATION 


Crook Weston Niobrara 
County County County Total 


Number of wetlands inventoried 180 87 123 390 

Number of wetlands classified 142 55 72 269 

Total acreage of wetlands 497 133 435 1.065 
CLASSIFICATION 

Good Condition 

Number of sites 45 5 10 60 

Acreage of sites 163 19 103 285 

Fair Condition 

Number of sites 60 25 39 124 

Acreage of sites 250 80 227 557 

Poor Condition 

Number of sites 31 18 0 49 

Acreage of sites 75 28 0 103 

No Wetland Present 

Number of sites 2 4 0 6 

Acreage of sites 3 1 0 4 
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Habitat zone types that offer a diversity in structure 
and vegetative species such as riparian zones, jumper- 
shrub woodlands. and ponderosa pine forests also 
support the greatest diversity of wildlife species. Thus is 
due to the large number of sites available for providing 
feeding. reproduction. and shelter areas. 


Ripar-an areas also attract domestic livestock for the 
same reasons that wildife species are attracted. resullt- 
ing in a twgher degree of use than is found on adjacent 
uplands. The BLM recognizes the value and importance 
of nparian areas and has established policies for man- 
aging ™parian zones 


T&E Species 


The ESA of 1973 recognized that endangered or 
threatened species of fish. wildlife. and plants “are of 
aesthetic. ecological. educational. histoncal. recreational 
and scientific value to the nation and its people” An 
agency Cannot allow any management actions or permit 
any actions on federal land that could contribute to the 
decline of a listed species of Cause a species to become 
a candidate for listing under the provisions of the ESA 
This pertains primarily to actions affecting the black- 


The black-footed ferret. bald eagle. and peregrine 
falcon may occur in the planning area. While no con- 
firmed sightings have been made in the last 10 years of 
the black-footed ferret, several unconfirmed reports 
have been made and suitable habitat does exist. Black- 
footed ferrets use praine dogs almost exclusively as a 
prey base and live in prairie dog towns. The Ute ladies - 
tresses orchid occurs within the boundaries of the plan- 
ming ar2a in Niobrara County along the Niobrara River 
and may occur in other nparian or wetland areas within 
the planning area. 


Candidate species and species listed by the state of 
Wyoming as species in need of special management 
occur in the area and are listed in table 3-26. Candidate 
species are those federally designated (FWS) plants 
and animals tor which the FWS has on file sufficient 
information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to 
support proposals to list them as endangered or threat- 
ened species. Proposed rules have not yet been issued 
because this action is currently precluded by other listing 
activity. Development and publication of proposed rules 
for these plants and animals are anticipated. The FWS 
encourages state and other federal agencies as well as 
other affected parties to give consideration to these 


footed ferret. bald eagle. peregrine talcon, Ute ladies - Species iN environmental Manning 
tresses orchwd. swift fox, and mountain plover (Jennings 
1997) 
TABLE 3-26 
THREATENED, ENDANGERED, AND CANDIDATE SPECIES 
(includes animals and plants) 
Listed Species Candidate Species’ 

Black footed ferret... (E) Mountain plover 

Mustela ngripes Charadrius montanus 

Bald eagle (T) Swift fox 

Hahaeetus leucocephalus Vulpes velox 

Peregrine taicon (E) 

Falco peregrinus 


Ute ladies tresses orchid (T) 
Spvanthes dduvials 


SOCHM TT tts 
? jenn a! a 


'? 12? October 31 1996. Endangered and Threatened Widiite and Plants 


The following species have been identified by the WGFD as being in need of special 
management and occurring within the boundaries of the Newcastle planning area 


Avian Species of Special Concern 


Common Loon (C) (SSC1) 
Gavia immer 
American White Pelican (C) (SSC3) 
Pelecanus erythrorhynciios 
American Bittern (C/PR) (SSC3) 


Botarus lentiginosus 


Mammalian Species of Special Concern 


Western Small-tooted Myotis (C) (SSC3) 
Myotis ciliolabrum 

Long-eared Myotis (C) (SSC3) 
Myotis evotis 

Northern Myotis (C) (SSC2) 
Myotis septentrionalis 
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Avian Species of Special Concern — ___Mammaiian Species of Special Concern 
Black-crowned Night-Heron (C)(SSC3) Little Brown Myotis (C) (SSC3) 
Nycticorax nycticorax Myotis lucitugus 
White-faced Ibis (C) (SSC3) Fringed Myotis (C) (SSC2) 
chihi Myotis thysanodes 
Forster's Tern (C) (SSC3) Long-legged Myotis (C) (SSC2) 
Sterna forsteri Myotis volans 
Black Tern (C) (SSC3) Big Brown Bat (C) (SSC3) 
Chiidonias niger Eptesicus fuscus 
Trumpeter Swan (C) (SSC2) Townsend's Big-eared Bat (PO) (SSC2) 
Cygnus buccinator Corynorhinus townsend 
Bald Eagle (C) (SSC2) Palliid Bat (PO) (SSC2) 
Haliaeetus leucocephalus Antrozous pallidus 
Northern Goshawk (C) ‘SSC4) Biack-tailed Prairi2 Dog (C) (SSC3) 
Accipiter gentilis Cynomys ludovicianus 
Ferruginous Hawk (C) (SSC3) Swift fox (C) (SSC3) 
Buteo regalis Vulpes velox 
Merlin (C) (SSC3) Lynx (HX/X) (SSC2) 
Faico columbarius Lynx lynx 
Peregrine faicon (C) (SSC3) Black-footed Ferret (HX) (SSC1) 
Falco peregrinus Mustela nigripes 
Mountain Plover (C) (SSC4) 
Charadrius montanus 
Long-billed Curlew (C) (SSC3) 
Numenius americanus 
Yellow-billet Cuckoo (C) (SSC3) 
Coccyzus americanus 
Lewis Woodpecker (C) (SSC3) 
Melanerpes lewis 
C - Confirmed (>95% certain) or known to occur 


PR. 
PO 
Hx 
xX. 


Predicted (>80% certain) 
Possible (10-80% certain) 


Historical Excluded. species historically occurred. but is not expected to occur anymoe 
Excluded. originally coded as confirmed. predicted or possible. but believed to be in er or 


SSC1. SSC2. SSC3 - Species of Special Concern 1. 2.3 (see Appendix L for matrices of habitat 
and population variables) 


SOURCE WGFD 1996 USBS 1996 

A variety of raptors exist in nearly all habitat types in 
the planning area. Populations are not known for public 
land at this time, but nest concentration areas are shown 
on map 3-25. Additional use is made of public land for 
a forage prey base in many areas. Raptor information is 
not gathered on a routine basis with the exception of 
recording the activity of known nests 
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Fish species identified by the WGFD as being rare. 
but possibly occurring in the planning area are the 
northern pear! dace. finescale dace. hor yhead chub. 
silvery minnow, goldeye. sturgeon chub. and shovel- 
nose sturgeon. Species identified by the WGFD as a 
special management concern (not rare), and only occur- 
ring in limited numbers in the planning area are: plains 
topminnow. lowa darter. stonerolier. plains killifish, fresh. 
water Grum. spottail shiner, and emerald shiner 
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CHAPTER 4 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


INTRODUCTION 


Ths chapter presents the enwronmental conse- 
quences of implementing the management actions m 
the Proposed RMP as described in chapter 2. Both the 
beneficial and adverse impacts are discussed The 
impact analysis 1s Cumulative. not s@e-specrhc 


The dentiication and analysis of mpacts presented 
in thes Chapter were based on available information and 
on the professional judgement of resource specialists 


The projected level of development. where known. 1s 
presented with ihe discussion of the individual program 


The value of maimtaining biodiversity of pliant and 
arma! species has long been recognized as a neces. 
Sary and desirable goai for resource management. in all 
alternatives presented. an effort was made to provide for 
consideration of biodiversity and for reasonable re. 
source development opportunites. while still providing 
adequate resource and environmental protection 
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EFFECTS ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 


issues relating to the social. cultural, and economic 

well-being and health of minorities and low income 
Groups were evaluated Such issues are termed envi- 
ronmental justice issues. None were identified thal 
would be effected Other impacts relatec to visual 
reSOUrCRS aNd SOCIOECONOMIC activity are addressed in 
the appropriate sections of thvs analysis 


Compliance with Executive Order 12898 concerning 
environmental justice will be accomplished through 
scoping Conducted to recerve public comment. in re- 
viewing the impacts of thus alternative on socioeconomic 
resources. surface water and groundwater quality. air 
Quality. hazardous materials. or other elements of the 
human environment. it was determined that potentially 
adverse impacts do not Gisproportionately affect Natrve 
American tribes or minority and/or low-income groups in 
the planning area 
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Table 4-1 


Summary of impacts by Alternative 





Land Use or Resource 


impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Current 
Management — Alternative A 


impacts Under Alternative B 





As pollution leve's would not ex 
ceed the crtena pollutant stand 
ard levels mm the planrwng area as 
a result of any actvity under the 
Proposed RMP_ The criteria pol 
iuiamts. the apphcable standards 
(NAAOS and WAAOS). and the 
background concentrations are 
given  tabie 3-1 Al BL 
adrrurustered public lands wn the 
planrwng area are Classied as 
PSD Ciass i areas. The PSD 
regulations are ambient standards 
They are grven in table 3-2 and 
explained in more detail m Chapter 
3 


Same as Proposed RMP 


increased levels of trnber har. 
ves! would resull mm large 
zmoums of siash debris that. ¢ 
burned. would increase the 
volume of particulates Dy a 
tactor of three to the atmo- 
sphere over the levels m the 
Proposed RMP 








All programs that involve surface 
Orsturding proyects collectrvely 
Orive the cultural resources com 
phance program The oi and gas 
program has the largest wnpact 
both beneficial and adverse on 
Cultural resources because of the 
number of provects and acreages 
mvolved Even though a few un 
aiscovered cultural stes May be 
Gamaged or destroyed. many 
more sites would be Orscovered 
because before approval of any of 
the above activites a Cultural sur 
vey Must be completed For 
some land use activities. such as 
grazing and recreational actrvies 
the impacts to cultural resources 
have never been adequately as 
sessed even though damage to 
Cultural resources may occur 
through trampling. erosion. and 


rubbing of rock ar 








Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 








Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 

















Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected Impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP | Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
CULTURAL Public awareness ani education No interpretive facilites would | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES about the significance a:d fragility | be provided in the resource 
(continued) of cultural resources are crucial to | area. This lack of interpreta- 
the future preservation of sites tion about the area's prehis- 
interpretive exhibits would in- toric and historic cultural re- 
crease the general publics’ know- | sources would result in a 
ledge. awareness, and sensitryity potential for cultural resources 
about the area's prehistoric and being damaged 
historic cultural resources. As a 
result, ‘t ts anticipated that dam- 
age to cultural resources would 
decrease compared to Alternative 
A 
FIRE MANAGEMENT | Prohibiting development in the '« | Same as Proposed RMP. Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
mile or visual horizon buffer 
around significant historic trail 
segments would preserve the in- 
egrity of the trails 
Prescribec fires could be pre- Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
cluded in some areas in adher- 
ence to ai quality standards 
FOREST RESOURCES | When management practices al. Same as Proposed RMP When management practices Same as Proposed RMP 





low the basal area to go over or 
under the optimum basal area. the 
ability of the forest to produce 
wood fiber would be reduced 
Forest management practices 
under this alternative would main 
tain the optimum basal area 








allow the basal area to go over 
or under the optimum basal 
area, the ability of the forest to 
produce wood fiber would be 
reduced The accelerated har. 
vest level of this alternative 
would mean an uneven supply 
of forest products to the local 
economy. The rise and fall in 
the supply of forest products 
would bring about a drastic 
change in the historic evenfiow 
which has occurred 

—= 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
FOREST RESOURCES | Maintaining 5% of the forested No special attention would be | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) acreage in the planning area for given to the old growth com- 
“old growth” would ensure the ponent of forested lands on 
existence of this component of the | BLM-administered public sur- 


forest and would also enhance 
stand diversity. Eventually larger 
trees would be available for har 
vest as these areas are rotated 
through the various growth cycles 
in the forest. This would contrib. 
ute to the biodiversity of the forest 
and provide habitat for a variety of 
wildlife species that depend on or 
prefer older trees and their asso 
ciated species 


face. This could result in the 
loss or reduction of this com 
ponent of the forest ecosys- 
tem and would not contribute 
to providing wildiife habitat 
variation 





Landownership adjustments in the 
planning area could have a long- 
term beneficial effect on the for 
est resource. Forest management 
activites would be enhanced by 
consolidating small parcels 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Slope restrictions for road con 
struction and skidder-type logging 
would adequately reduce soil ero 
sion and sedimentation in drain 
ages and help maintain water 
Quality 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








The requirement to rehabilitate 
roads used for timber harvest (to 
enhance other management op 
portunities) would decrease tim 
ber sales costs 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
FOREST RESOURCES | Forest enhancement opportunities | The visual quality provided by | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) on 2.082 acres would be man- the trees would not be pro- 
aged to maintain Class I! visual tected 
resources designation on public 
lands around Devils Tower Na- 
tional Monument and a Class 1! 
visual resources designation on 
lands in Weston County 
GEOLOGY AND The coal classification is no longer | The coal classification remain. | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MINERAL serving its intended purpose ing on 194.520 acres other 
RESOURCES Removal or termination of the than an encumbrance on dis- 
classification would have no effect | posal would have no effect on 
Leasable Minerals on land use land use 
Coal 
Oil and Gas Paleontological values on BLM. Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


administered federal interests 
would be preserved. Federal 
operators could be required to 
cease operations for several days 
while fossils are evaluated and 
longer if it is a significant find. A 
suspension of operations may be 
granted if lease status is ad 
versely affected by work stoppage 
due to paleontological resources 








There should be little or no con. 
flict with ov and gas development 
activity and no adverse affect on 
leasing in the proposed primitive 
campsite locations (sections 5. 8. 
T. 56 N.. R. 66 W. and section 1 
T. 56N..R. 67W). Any of and 
gas leases involving these areas 
would have a Stipulation added to 
protect the campsite locations 


from surface disturbing activities 





There would be no conflict 
with oi! and gas development 
activity as no campsites would 
be developed 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
GEOLOGY AND Designating sensitive olant spe- The Nature Conservancy has | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MINERAL cies would, by itself, have little ef- | developed a “watch list” for 
RESOURCES fect on leasing or development of | sensitive plant species but 
(continued) oil and gas resources. if sensi- that would not provide any 
tive species were identified in oil protection 
Leasable Mincrals and gas development areas, the 
(continued) required searches by a qualified 
botanist could cause slight delays 
Oil and Gas and could be an additional ex. 
(continued) pense for oil ar.4 gas operations 


if searches could not be done 
year round, sign’'ncant delays 
could occur. if toese species are 
found, limitations on surface- 
disturbing activities would be 
implemented. 





The Class i visual designation for 
the area around Devils Tower 
would probably preclude oil and 
(as development on approx 
mately 3.400 acres. Because of 
the low development potential for 
ol and gas in the area, it 1s un 
likely any exploration or develop 
ment would occur in the foresee 
able future regardiess of visual 
resource management designa 
tion 


Having no visual resource 
designation does not preclude 
oil and gas development 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








The '«mile or visual horizon buf 
fer protecting significant segments 
of National Register-eligible trails 
may prohibit drilling within that 
area. The increased cost to direc 
tionally drill may prohibit reserves 
from being taken 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 





impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Current 
Management -- Alternative A 


impacts Under Alternative B 


impacts Under Alternative C 





Other program activities would 
have rrurwmal wnpact on locatabie 
rmwnerais development 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Winter range stipulations (for big 
game species) during the penod 
from November 15 through March 
30 may tnt operators conducting 
activives under notices of intent 
and plans of operaron 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





A pian of operations would be re 
Qurred for any surface disturbing 
activity over five acres. Since 
most of the activity in the resource 
area «6 under five acres. no plan 
of operations would be required 
for most actions. This could result 
in unregulated disturbance on 
several sites with Cumulauve 
impacts on several hundred acres 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Evaluating landside areas betore 
approving a plan of operation may 
slow down the process 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Wildiite winter range stipulations 
from November 15 through March 
30 may require operators of sand 
and gravel pits to cease opera 
tions during that time period 





Same as Proposed RMP 


Winter range stipulations with 





o.. 








no exception from November 
15 through March 30 would re 
quire operators of sand and 
gravel pits to cease operations 
until that time penod has 





ae 


Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
GEOLOGY AND The prescribed management for impacts to material sales Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MINERAL the Whoopup Canyon ACEC and would be munimnal because of 
RESOURCES VRM Class li crea would preclude | the ample number of existing 
(continued) sand and gravel ste development | and potential locations im the 
in the area. This impact would be | planning area. Having no 
Salable Minerals miremal because of the ample VRM classdicatons in the 
(continued) number of exsting and potential planning area would not pre 
material ste locations in the Clude potential sand and 
planrwng area gravel ste development 
The ‘«-mie or visual horizon buf- Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Sane as Proposed RMP 
fer protecting significant segments 
of ehgidie traits may prohibit some 
development within that area 
9 Geophysica! Restrictions to protect other re- Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
Exploration sources would have a murwmnal 
impact On geophysical actrvity 
These restrictions would be such 
things as hmuting the time or sea 
son of activity due to wet cond 
tons or for wilde protection 
The ‘«- mile or visual horizon buf Same as Proposed RMP Development actrvities would Same as Proposed RMP 
fer protecting recreation sites may not be restricted near recrea 
prohibit some development withwn ton sites 
re 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Proposed RMP Management — Aliernative A : impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
Surtace-Gssturbing actiies could | Same as Proposed RMP A paleontological inventory for | Sarne as Proposed RMP 
impact paleontological resources the eri’ Dlanrwng area would 
by exposing burned fossis Ths be unnecessary because tne 
May result damage. bul 4 could standard provisions dentihed 
create opportunites for new Gis under the Proposec SMP ade 
covenes Assessment and mit Quately protect the resource 
gation guideines for paleontolog: 
cal resources provide a sernes of 
titers that paleontologists and 
managers Can use to Wentty 
areas where there are noteworthy 
foss#s. and to develop recom 
mendations for mitigating damage 
from surtace Gsturbance These 
guidelnes are apphed wherever 
there S reason to bebeve that 
noteworthy fossils are present 
LANDS AND REALTY | Applying protective measures of Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
other resource programs could 
extend the completion tre or 
Change the location of some pro 
jects and also affect the avail 
ability of areas tor land tenure 
adjustment 
The VRM Class |! designation The visual Quality of the area Same as Proposed RMP Sane as Proposed RMP 
area around Devils Tower would would not be protected be- 
protect the visual Quality of the cause of a lack of VRM class: 
area and allow more management | fication 
fle xiDriity 
Pror evaluations of geologic haz Landsides may cause pipeline | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
ards before approving lwneal tac# breaks releasing unwanted 
es and Gefirwng special construc. | materials into the environ 
tion methods would munwmze ment Road siougtwng may 
potential problems result in a human hazard as 
well aS Causing mncreased 
erosion and localized loss of 
4's° €T TA AA UA, 

















S/ 


i i . 














Obl 


Table 4-1 








Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING | The following benefits would be Same as Proposed RMP. Same as Proposed RMP. Sarne as Proposed RMP 
expected from implementation of 
grazing management plans and 


the associated construction of any 
proposed range improvements 
(water facilites and fencing) 


- Better distribution of livestock 
and forage use on the public 
lands. The effect would occur 
in both the short term (up to 
25 years) and the long term 
(more than 25 years) 


- it tS estimated that within 25 
years of implementation forage 
production would increase as 
much as 15%. The increase. 
which is based on production 
potential described in NRCS 
range technical guides. could 
be allocated to livestock, wild- 
lite, and watershed. The effect 
would be long term 


- Rest during critical growing 
periods would improve plant 
vigor and litter accumulation 
Causing beneficial changes in 
organic matter content, soil 
Structure, and permeability 








The presence of prairie dogs may 
remove forage that would other 
wise be available for livestock 
grazing. Allowing limited contro! 
on praine dog towns that exist 
entirely on BLM-administered 
public land surface could limit the 
expansion of the towns to private 
and state lands 





Same as Proposed RMP 





The level of prairie dog contro! 
in towns on BLM-administered 
public land surface would 
result in maintaining constant 
levels of livestock forage 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING | Riparian management guidelines Same as Proposed RMP. Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) may restrict westock use tempor- 


arily. Penods of restncted use, 
changes in season of use. or 
management of livestock in npar- 
ian zones should improve nparian 
areas and benefit lnvestock graz- 
ing. in the short term. this could 
result in reduction of livestock use 
in the "I" category allotments. The 
imended coordinated activity plan 
nung for npanan management 
Could maintain or increase live- 
stock grazing levels 





Continued fire management and 
rehabilitation of burned areas 
could restore or improve livestock 
forage by increasing the quality 
and quantity of forage 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Livestock forage enhancement 
from prescribed fire would be 
precluded 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Land tenure adjustments could 
maintain or decrease the amount 
of public land available for live- 
stock grazing. Any withdrawals. 
sales, or exchanges could reduce 
or eliminate existing grazing 
leases and subsequently result in 
fewer leases and less administra 
tive costs for the BLM. Larger 
blocks of public lands resulting 
from exchanges or acquisition 
would result in more efficient BLM 
management areas for livestock 


grazing 


Same as Propose? RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Timber harvesting would increase 
forage for livestock and wildiite 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
LIVESTOCK GRAZING | ORV designations would contro! No similar effects indiscriminate use of motorized | Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) the indiscriminate use of vehicles vehicles by the public on BLM- 
on BLM-adminisiered public land administered public land sur- 
surface. This would reduce sur- face having public access 
face disturbance and the harass- would create erosion, new 
ment of livestock and wildiife. roads, disturbance to wildlife 
and livestock, and damage to 
vegetation. 
Protective measures identified for | Grazing use would not be re- | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
the Whoopup Canyon ACEC and duced in Whoopup Canyon 
developed recreation sites would 
restrict or preclude livestock graz- 
ing in the area. Some of the area 
may have to be protected by 
fences. This could result in a 
negligible reduction in grazing 
use. For Whoopup Canyon, a 
reduction of only three AUMs is 
anticipated 
Developing the proposed Meadow | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
Draw recreation site and reservoir 
could reduce livestock grazing by 
up to 20 AUMs but would provide 
a reliable source of high quality 
water for livestock and wildlife 
RECREATION Development of a recreation site Same as Proposed RMP Development of the Meadow Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES at the proposed Meadow Draw Draw site in T. 45N., R. 63 





Reservow (7. 45 N.. R. 63 W., 
section 8) would allow recreation 
use of the area to its fullest poten- 
tial 








W.. section 8 as a wildlife hab- 
ital improvement project with 
no visitor facilities would not 
allow the site to be used to its 
fullest recreation potential 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
RECREATION if the Meadow Draw Reservow Same as Proposed RMP The effects would be less than | Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES area were developed, impacts the Proposed RMP 
(continued) associated with increased user 
visits Could include wiidifte drs 
turbance. litlering. vandalism. and 
sedimentation and erosion from 
roads and parking ‘acites 
The ‘«-mile or visual horizon buf Same as Proposed RMP The visual quality of these Same as Prop>sed RMP 


fer around recreation sites would 
maintain the visual Quality of the 
a’ea 


sites would not be protected 








Designating and managing the 
planning area (excluding the pro 
posed Stateline SRMA) as an 
extensive recreation management 
area would preclude intensive 
recreation management but would 
not limit public use. This would 
allow developments such as prim 
itive Campsites. day use areas. 
and sign programs 





Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 








Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
RECREATION Establishing the proposed priumi- Since no campsites would be | Same as Proposed RMP Establishing developed camp- 
RESOURCES we Camping facilities in Crook developed in the planning Ng sites that would include 
(continued) County would increase visitor con. | area. camping would occur on hard-surtace parking and 





vemmence. improve trash collection 
by localizing @ thus reducing 
potential Witter problems. and de 
creasing fre hazards by providing 
fwe pits and Campsies in areas 
that are easier to monitor and de 
signed to create the least amount 
of environmental damage pos 
sidie 





an uncontrolied basis. Trash. 
wtiter. and Gamage to the re 
source from use of mappro 
priate areas would continue 

A service to the public would 
not be met. Conflicts between 
recreation site development 
and utility corndor develop- 
ment could occur, but the 
potential is very unlikely con 
sidering the scattered land 
pattern of the planning area 
This Could cause damage to 
vegetation and water re 
sources as well as harass 
ment to wildife and livestock 
Campers find areas to thew 
liking OF Convement to actrv: 
ves they are pursuing and 
establish a camp. These 
areas have no trash recepta 
cles and no fre pits or grates 
Trash and human waste could 
accumulate at popular use 
areas. and the potential prob 
lem for widtires is increased 
As the demand for use of the 
public lands increases Camp 
ing would also increase on the 
public lands 








Camping areas. Orinking water 
trash, and sanitary facies mn 
Crook County would increase 
visitor Convemmence. improve 
trash collection. and decrease 
fre hazards 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
RECREATION Recreational use of an area could | Same as Proposed RMP A three-fold increase in tember | Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES be temporarily displaced while harvest and a 50% mcrease im 
(continued) tember harvesting operations were thinnung actrvity in the planning 
being conducted. Logging siash area would result in a strong 
and debris left after harvest is negative impact on the visual 
completed may temporarily detract resource and reduce recrea 
from recreational use of the area tonal opportumites in tmbered 
Logging can mmnprove the visual areas for several decades (ap- 
nage of forests by opening dense proxmmately 560 acres per 
stands of timber. reducing over. year) Additional recreational 
grown stands, and allowing for an use of the area could be tem 
increase in the amount and di- porarily Grsplaced whule tember 
versity of understory vegetation harvesting operations were 
Logging roads can provide vetucie being conducted. An accel 
access into areas that were pre- erated harvest would have a 
viously restricted to nonmotonzed corresponding increase on the 
mechanical transport visual aspect of timbered 
areas Accelerated harvest 
and increased slash and 
Gebris at ths level may make 
those harvested areas unat 
tractive enough to preclude 
recreational use until siash 
Gecomposes 
Restricting firewood cutting for There would be no regulations | If no firewood cutting for Same as Proposed RMP 





recreational use to dead and 
downed trees would reduce the 
potential for destruction of live 
trees and the hazards associated 
with cutting standing timber This 
policy would help to maintain the 
aesthetics of the area 








or restnctions regarding cut- 
tng trees for firewood indis- 
Crimmunate Cutting of live or 
dead trees for frewood would 
affect the widife population 
by decreasing habitat, and 
reducing siructure and Givers. 
ity of an area. Excess wood 
removal and cutting lve trees 
iN popular Camping areas 
would reduce the aesthetics of 


the area 





camping use were allowed. an 
mcrease in Cutting :n undesired 
areas and a loss of lve trees 
and snags would occur. The 
publics demand for an avai 
able resource would not be 
met. There would also be im 
pacts to the aesthetics of the 
area 














9t1 


Table 4-1 














Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Curreni 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
RECREATION Camping duration restrictions are | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES currently in effect statlewde. A 
(continued) 14-day camping int would pro- 
vide ample opponurity tor carnp- 
ng use wile preventing extended 
or permanent stays on BLM 
adrrurustered public surtace 
The imited contro! of praime dogs | Pramme dog contro! as arange | Controlling praine dog town Same as Atternatrve B 
on BLM-admurustered public sur- mprovement practice only sizes on BLM admirwstered 
face im the planrwng area would when requesied by 2 grazing pubic surtace would ln the 
have little or no effect on the rec- lessee Or adkacent landowner availabedy of prame dogs for 
reational use of tts species for would decrease the recrea. recreational opporturnvbes 
SuCh activities as widite wewing tonal aspects (shooting) of 
and shooting prame dog populations This 
would reduce or elrrwnate 
wewing of pramme dogs and 
associated wiidivte 
The proposed ORV designations No ORV designations allows More resource damage could Same as Proposed RMP 
would alow use of the BLM unregulated use of public occur under thus alternatrve 
adrrwrustered public surface wiwie lands Damage to resource compared to the Proposed 





protecting resource values from 
excessive uncontrolied use Some 
unwoaded areas would not be 
accessible to motorized vetucies 





values Could occur 
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Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 

RECREATION Range management practices that | Same as Proposed RMP. Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES have a beneficial effect for wildlife 
(continued) such as water developments and 

improved livestock distribution 

also have a beneficial effect on 


the recreational use of wildlife 
Grazing systems that include 
small pastures and a large num- 
ber of miles of fencing can be 
Getrimental to the recreational use 
of public land. Allowing livestock 
to graze on BLM-admuinistered 
public surface during hunting sea- 
sons can lead to conflicts between 
recreational users and the lessee 
or the livestock. In the past, in- 
stances have occurred where 
public land users have been 
denied legal access to public land 
or discouraged from using public 
lands by grazing permit holders 
This problem, while becoming less 
widespread, has not been re- 
solved and is likely to continue in 
the future 








Acquiring lands with recreation 
potential would expand the rec- 
reational opportunities and may 
also provide access to public 
lands that were previously un- 
available. Consolidating public 
land into larger, manageable units 
would have the effect of increas- 
ing recreational opportunities 





Same as Proposed RMP 





The total amount of public 
lands available for recreational 
use would remain essentially 
the same--no reduction 





Same as Proposed RMP 





139 











gel 


Table 4-1 








Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management -- Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
SOCIOECONOMICS Income and taxes from mineral Income and taxes from min- Accelerated timber harvesting | Same as Proposed RMP 

development, timber harvesting, eral development, timber har- | would generate about the 
recreation, and livestock grazing vesting, recreation, and live- same revenues as the Pro- 
would continue to add to the eco- | stock grazing would continue posed RMP but over a shorter 
nomic base of the area at the to add to the economic base period of time. 
same or a slightly lower level than | of the area. The application 


has occurred in the recent past. 
The mineral industry, particularly 
oil and gas. is subject to poten- 
tially increased costs for such 
things as mitigaton measures 
Mitigation requirements for haz- 
ardous Materials management 
could potentially increase costs 
This may force small producers 
from business, and production 
may not be recovered because of 
the market. This could result in a 
decrease in production and tax 
revenues to state and local 
governments, as well as a sight 
decrease in royalty revenues re 
turned to the state. 


of some of the mitigation 
measures Could increase the 
costs to operators. 








In agriculture, there may be some 
fence construction or modification 
requiring labor contribution by the 
operator. it is unlikely that an 
agricultural operator would be 
forced from business or to change 
his operations 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Land Use or Resource 


impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Alternative B 


impacts Under Alternative C 





The potential exists for counties to 
lose in heu of tax revenues if 
BLM-administered public lands 
within the planning area are ex- 
Changed for lands in other parts of 
the state. This would be offset in 
whole or in part by tax revenues 
on the properties exchanged and 
held privately. In some counties 
the effect could be significant on a 
single parcel, but it ts unlikely that 
a significant amount of public land 
in the NRA would be disposed 


in bheu of tax revenues would 
not be affected. 


Same as Proposed RMP. 





Fire control measures such as fire 
lines remove vegetation and 
Create Grainageways which can 
concentrate overland flow increas- 
ing the velocity of runoff water 
and increasing soil erosion. Soil 
erosion Could be mitigated by re- 
seeding and water barring, result- 
ing in Only short-term soil loss 
before fire lines are revegetated 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Prescribed burning of rangeland 
or slash in forest sale areas can 
cause localized short-term 
changes in the physical, chemi- 
Cal, and biological properties of 
the soil. Severity of the impact 


, would depend on the fuel type. 


uuration, and the intensity of the 
fire. Burning could decrease sui! 
infiltration rates Causing acceler- 
ated erosion and removal of some 
nutnents. Vegetation could be re- 
established in one to three years. 
resulting in only short-term soul 
OSS, and no reduction in long 
term productivity of the site 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 











Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
SOILS Commercial bmber harvesting Same as Proposed RMP Accelerating the tmber harvest | Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) Causes sol Osturbance resulting to 460 acres per year would 
from road buliding. studing. and resull in an addtional 300 
yaraing Sod compaction trom acres of sod disturbance per 
heavy equipment and vetucie traf year. increasing the sotental 
fic would reduce midtrabon and for erosion and a loss of so 
permeability and reduce root productivity. Aboul 97% of the 
growth However. erosion would total forest base (3.864 acres) 
be murumized through the use of has wnded potential for forest 
mubgating measures mcluding rip management These areas nm 
ping. water barring. reseeding Clude steep slopes and rough 
and closing roads and skid trails terran. This actwity would re 
Sull a greater potential for 
erosion on the steep siopes 
Shetierwood harvests and 
commercial thunnings would 
occur in these areas of inwted 
potential 
Effective yrazing management Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


iNChuGiNg Tes! Guring crica!l grow 
INQ penods. would improve pian! 
vigor and fier accumulation Caus 
Ng DeNneficial Changes mm orgaruc 
matier coment so structure 
permeabiity and productivity 








Underground pipeline construction 
results nm the mung of sol mater 
ais When less productive sub 
so" Decomes Mixed with the top 
so". Overall reclamation potential 
of the topso s reduced Through 
the applcation of standard stimu 
lavons. sie speciic mitigation 
measures. and the use of routing 
alternatrvves. sod erosion Could be 
rurwrrnzed 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 

SOILS By locating utitytransportation Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) SySiems adjacent to existing sys 

tems whenever possible. add 

tonal sod Grsturbance would be 

rrururrnzed Of locakzed. and en 

hanced sod resource protection 

would result 

Two genera! areas are proposed Since no campsies would be | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 


for estabishment of campsites (T 
56 NR 66 W.. sectons 5.8 
and T 56N_ RF. 67 W.. section 
1) Ths relatvely large area (2 
sQuare mules) contams up to 20 
Gifferent sod types. Nearly 50% of 
the so” types (sernes) m these 
areas Nave severe wnitations tor 
the development of campsites 
Lemtatons mciude steep siopes 
shallow depths to bedrock. high 
water tables and potential flood 
ing Betore campsis are deve! 
oped a site-specific investigation 
should be conducted to avon de 
velopment on sos that extwba the 
severe imitations mentioned 
above 


Geveloped im the area. there 
would be no similar wnpacts 





ht he Meadow Draw Reservow 
ar’ea were Geveloped mmpacts 
associated with increased user 
vis tS$ Could include wildidte ds 
turbance Witening. vandalism. and 
searmentation and erosion from 














Same as Proposed RMP 


roads and parlung facies 





The effects would be less than 
the Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 


Summary of impacts by Alternative 





Land Use or Resource 


impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Current 
Management - Alternative A 


impacts Under Alternative B 


impacts Under Alternative C 





Enhancing nparian zones would 
lead to more protective vegetation 
and greater streambank stabity 
The effect would be less bank 
sloughing and reduced headcut- 
tng which would decrease soil 
loss through these processes 


Same as Proposed RMP. 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





VEGETATION 


Treatment of noxious weeds 
would reduce the population as 
well as contro! the spread of un- 
Gesrable species to adjacent state 
and private lands. Nomous weeds 
can create a severe economic 
problem by Crowding and out- 
competing Gesu able species for 
rently. approxmmately 2.300 acres 
of public land in the planning area 
have nomous weed infestations 
(leafy spurge) severe enough to 
wmvnibit the growth of desirable 
plant species 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Using chemical treatments could 
result in damage to nontarget 
species as well as leave residues 
of chemicals in the soll. Sheep. 
goats. and species-specific in 
sects would provide the neces- 
Sary Control while reducing the 
arr.ount of herbicides used 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Temporary loss of vegetation 

could occur during logging on skid 

trails. rcads. and landings. Re 

Claimed areas typically require 

treatment for the invasion of 

weeds for a short period after log 
activity ends 








Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
VEGETATION The proposed designation for the | Management actons under Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
RESOURCES three Wenthed speces (table 3-19 | ths alternatve could impact 
(continued) m Chapter 3) would provide pro the sens#ve plant speces 
tection of those species through ksted in table 3-19 im chapter 
Special Status Plants | mvertory requirements and avod- | 3) causing them to be consd- 
Species ance by mitigation measures on ered tor listing as threatened 
surtace disturbing actrvities on and endangered species 
BLM-adrunstered public lands 
Tres may Cause some disruptions 
or delays approving the 
surtace-disturbing actrvities as well 
@S an additional expense to 
operators 
VISUAL RESOURCES | Designating visual resource man. | VRM classes would not be Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
agemeri classes would provide established in the piannung 
management guidelines to contro! | area This could allow actons 
authorized achons that would to occur (o# wells, road devel. 
occur nm the planning area These | opment, ulility systems. timber 
Quidelynes would ensure thal sce cutting. and fences) that could 
mc valves m the area would be temporarily or permanently 
protected alter the visual Character of 
the area 
WATER RESOURCES | Due to the small amount of act. Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
WATER RESOURCES | Short-term increased erosion and | Same as Proposed RMP The types of impacts on forest | Same as Proposed RMP. 
(continued) sedimentation could be expected resources would be the same 
from forest management activites as those under the Proposed 


The most significant of these 
would resull from road construc- 
tion. Through the use of standard 
Surtace-disturbance stipulations 
(for exampie, no roac construction 
on slopes exceeding 25%) and 
site-specific mitigation, these im- 
pacts would be insignificant 

Water y'eld and runoff from forest 
harvest areas (approximately 
1,600 acres) may increase up to 
approximately 10% depending on 
size, onentation, and aspect of the 
harvest area. These increases 
would decline to preharvest levels 
over approxi-mately 30 yeas as 
the stand becomes re-established 
Because of the relative size of the 
harvest areas in comparison to 
the watersheds as a whole if is 
unhkely that these increases 
would be distinguishable offsite 


RMP. However, since there 
would be two to three times as 
much land disturbed in the first 
20 years, a commensurate in- 
crease in impacts could be ex- 
pected, including a possibile 
three-fold increase in water 
yreld 








implementation of grazing sys 
tems and allotment management 
plans (AMPs) would result in 
increased surface Cover. reduced 
erosion. and improved water 
Quality 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 


Summary of impacts by Alternative 





impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Current 
Management — Alternative A 


impacts Under Alternative B 





WATER RESOURCES 
(continued) 


Range improvement water devel- 
opment projects Cause concen- 
tration of livestock and wildiife that 
would result in localized areas of 
imcreased erosion and sedimen- 
tation. However, improved live- 
stock and wildlife distribution 
would result in overall range im- 
provement and a corresponding 
reduction in erosion and sedimen- 
tation on a pasture-wide basis 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP. 





Developing specific mparian man- 
agement guidelines. and the sub- 
sequent implementation, would 
result in healttwer mparian areas 
Benefits to water resources as a 
result of improving mparian areas 
would include: reduced erosion 
and sedimentation: improved 
water quality (nparian Zones act 
as filters that accumulate sedi- 
ment and other pollutants); flood 
control (nparian areas tend to at- 
tenuate flood peaks): and, better 
flow duration (water stored in the 
alluvium associated with the npar- 
ian area during higher flows is 
slowly released during periods of 
lower flow or no flow) 


Same as Proposed RMP. 


Same as Proposed RMP. 


Same as Proposed RMP. 








Mirvng activities associated with 
the sale of sand. gravel. shale. 
bentonite, and limestone have the 
potential for increasing erosion 
and sedimentation due to surface 
disturbance. These impacts 
would be mitigated (bul not elim- 
inated) by applying site-specific 
mitigation measures 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 








Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
WATER RESOURCES | Surtace disturbance associated Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) with of and gas exploration and 
Gevelopment activives would 


resull in increases in erosion and 
sedimentation and a reduction in 
water Quality al specific sites 
These impacts would be mini- 
mized by application of site- 
specific mitigation measures. 





The effects of breaching a reserve 
pit are both chemical and physi- 
cal. Chemical pollution could 
result from the direct contamina- 
ton of water bodies and from con- 
tarmination of the so, which may 
release materials slowly over long 
periods. Physical degradation of 
water Quality could result from 
destruction of vegetation, which 
Causes increases in runoff and 
erosion and, consequently, in- 
creased sedimentation. These 
impacts could last for years unt! 
Cleanup and reclamation are com- 
pleted. These impacts would be 
mirumized by application of site- 
specific mitgation measures (ap 
pendix E) 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Produced water is often high in 
Grssolved solids (in some cases to 
the pornt of being classified as 
brine) and is often quite warm 
(40°C and higher is common) 
Discharge of this water to surface 
Of groundwater (reimyection) Could 
cause degradation of the recerv- 
ing water. Drilling activites would 
be regulated to mitigate these im 
pacts 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 


Summary of impacts by Alternative 





impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Current 
Management -- Alternative A 


impacts Under Alternative B 


impacts Under Alternative C 





Oi and gas exploration and de- 
velopment actrvites (particularly 
shot hole sersmuc operations) 
have the potential of disrupting 
aquifers. if well bores and shot 
holes are not properly plugged. 
mixing of aquiders may occur 
Thus moung could result in de 
graded waler quality in some 
aquifers and lower water tabies mn 
some areas Drilling actities 
would be regulated to mitigate 
these impacts 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





While regulations and stipulations 
would munumuize the impact of new 
wells. problems with older wells 
increase with time. Aging. im- 
properly or | adequately plugged 
and abandoned wells could also 
result im aquifer commingling and 
a resultant degradation of the 
water quality in some formations 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Prescribed burning could result in 
short-term increases in erosion 
and sedimentation Gue to reduc. 
tion in surface cover. As ground 
cover re-establishes. conditions 
would return to preburn levels 
and, if final cround cover is 
greater than preburn. erosion and 
sedimentation Could be reduced 
below preburn levels 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Developing concentrated use sites 
(for example, primitive campsites) 
would resull in decreased erosion 
and sedimentation and chemical 


and biological pollutants 





Since no campsites would be 
Geveloped in the area. there 
would be increased erosion 
and seGimentation and chem 
Cal and biological pollutants 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Aftected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
WATER RESOURCES | If the Meadow Draw Reservow Same as Proposed RMP The effects would be less than | Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) area were Oeveloped mnpacts the Proposed RMP 
associated with increased user 
viSts Could include wiidite Ors 
turbance, iMtienng. vandalism. and 
sedimentation and erosion trom 
roads and parking facimes 
implementation of the proposed Off-road vetucie use would Surface Gsturbance. erosion. Same as Proposed RMP 
off-road venicie Gesignations result m more surface Grsturb- | and sedinentation would be 
would resull in decreased surface | ance. erosion. and sedimenta- | greater than under the Pro- 
Gisturbance and reduction of ero ton than the Proposed RMP posed RMP bul less than 
SION and sedimentation and Atternatrve B Alternative A 
WILDLIFE HABITAT Limited control of praine dogs Compared to the Proposed Reducing or eliminating towns | Same as Alternative B 
would provide a prey source fora | RMP. the effects under thus or acreage of towns would re- 
variety of specres. Prame dogs alternatrve would be less duce habitat and a food source 
also keep the vegetative compo Biodiversity of the area would | for various species. Elimina- 





Sition im Clote Proximity to thew 
towns in ar earker successional 
Stage that is generally higher in 
ford content than later stages 
Vegetation in praime dog towns 
could change to a later seral 
stage after contro! or loss of 
praine dogs which may be less 
Gesirabie to other widiife species 
Prairie dogs, and the plant. an 
mal. and insect habitat they pro- 
vide, contribute to the natural 
Giversity of species in an eco- 
system. Limited contro! would 
ensure the contribution to bio 
Giversity these species make on 
the BLM-adrwnistered public 
lands 











be altered by removing most 
of the prame dogs as a com- 
ponent of the ecosystem 


ES 





tion of reduction of towns 
would remove or lessen the 
availability of vegetation with 
higher forb content. Since 
vegetation in praine dog towns 
could change to a later sera! 
stage after removal of praine 
dogs. ths Could be less desi 
able to some species. Biod 
versity of the area could be 
altered by reducing praine 
dogs aS a component of the 
ecosystem 
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Table 4-1 








Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affecteo impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
WILOLIFE HABITAT | Mingating surtace-disturbing act- | Same as Proposec RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) vives on BLM admurustered public 


land surface m crucial Geer winter 
range (table 4-2: map 3-22. 9.080 
acres) would allow the deer to use 
the area without undue harass. 
ment when thew vulnerability 1s 
greatest! and thew ability to re- 
spond to stress s lowest. Ths 
would also remove the potential 
for habitat degradation. During 
rid winters when offer winter 
habdat s avaiable. requests for 
surtace-disturbing activites could 
be approved by the authorized 
officer after confirming that the 
action would not have undue 
detrimental effects on wildife 


6rl 





The ‘«-mile or visual horizon buf Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
fer protecting significant segments 
of National Register eligible travis 
would have no effect on widite 


wittwn that area 
be 
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Cultural practices to berx ta widite 
(age classes. snags old growth 
and basa! area) but could result 
2 tower volume of timber harvest 
Ng iN an area or increased cos! of 
harvest Also. increased forage 
would be availabie tor vestock 


after trnber harvesting 


Managing 5% of the forested # the old growth forest corm 
areas for old growth would pro ponent was not managed ths 
vide structural Grversity and hab» Coulis result in a loss or reduc 
tat for widite species that preter ton of thus forest type. The 
oid growth type habrats would also remove habdat for 
species that depend on or 
preter ‘arger trees and asso 
crated understory vegetation 


Osi 
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Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
WILDLIFE HABITAT The foliowing benefits would be Same as Prouasad RMP Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) expected from implementation of 


grazing management plans and 
the associated construction of any 
proposed range improvements 
(water facies and fencing) 


- Better distribution of wildlife 
resulting in increased popula- 
ton levels as more suitable 
habitat is occupied 


- New water sources (reser 
voirs) would provide additional 
habitat for waterfow! (approx:- 
mately 1.5 acres per year) 
Biodiversity, wet-and, and 
riparian Components would 
also be increased 





Prescribed fire would increase 
forage. site productivity, and im 
prove wildlife habitat. watershed. 
riparian, and soil conditions 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Movement of big game animals 
and stress levels would not be 
affected by fence locations in cru 
cial bog game winter ranges 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Fence construction in crucial 
big game winter ranges Could 
restrict or impede movement 
of animals when thew stress 
levels are high and energy 
reserves are low 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
WILDLIFE HABITAT Modifying old fences and con- Old fences could restrict wild- | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
(continued) Structing new fences to current life movement and Cause ex- 
BLM fence standards would be cessive stress levels 


sufficoent to eliminate the problem 
of restricting wildlife movement 
This Could result in livestock per- 
mittees not being allowed to build 
fences on BLM-administered pub- 
hc surface that would be detri- 
mental to widifte 





Restricting access to reserve and 
overfiow pits would reduce a 
hazard to wildife spemes and 
Gomestic vestock attracted to a 
water source that may be contam- 
ated with oi or toxic Chemicals 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Public land boundary identification 
Could result in mcreased recrea- 
tonal hunting pressure which 
could cause localized harvest to 
crease. This could place an 
undue amount of pressure on 
species inhabiting BLM 
adrmmstered public surface 
identifying boundanes would also 
result in fewer complaints from 
hunters and landowners and pro 
vide a service to the public using 
public lands 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Consolidating public land through 
land tenure adjustment could 
make management more effective 
and could result in additional 
Quality habitat 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 


Summary of Impacts by Alternative 





impacts Under the 
Proposed RMP 


impacts Under Current 
Management - Alternative A 


impacts Under Alternative B 


impacts Under Alternative C 





implementation of mpanan man- 
agement guidelines would benefit 
wildite, westock, and the ecosys- 
tem as a whole through increased 
plant health and diversity. the 
presence of shade and water. 
Stable water tables. water quality 
improvement, and development of 
highly productive soils 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





The proposed management for 
the Whoopup Canyon ACEC 
would protect wiidife habitat 
values through monitoring and 
protection of the site. increased 
visitation or scientific study may 
result in disturbance to wildlife 
species inhabiting the area in- 
Cluding nesting praimie taicons 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Limiting off-road vehicie use to 
existing roads and trails would re- 
Guce potential impacts including 
Gamage to vegetation. increased 
erosion, and disturbance to wild- 
fe and lwestock 


ORV use would damage 
vegetation, increase erosion 
and disturb widiite and 
hvestock 


Same as Proposed RMP 


Same as Proposed RMP 








The Lance Creek Fossil Area 
National Natural Landmark (NNL) 
would not be designated an 
ACEC. instead. the application of 
Statewide guidelines on assess. 
ment and mitigation of damage to 
paleontological resources would 
be applied to surface-disturbing 
activites throughout the planning 
area. This would allow consistent 
management and projection wher 
ever noteworthy fossils occur 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Designating BLM- administered 
federal surtace withwn the 
Lance Creek Foss: Area as an 
ACEC would emphasize man 
agement of paleontological re 
sources and encourage future 
research of the paleontological 
record present in the area 
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Table 4-1 








Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
SPECIAL Developing trails in the proposed The area in T. 43-46 N.. R. 60 | To construct two trails without | Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGEMENT Stateline SRMA would respond to | W.. would be open to recrea- imerpretive signs or other de- 
AREAS (continued) an increasing recreation Gemand tional use with no facilites, in- | velopments would only meet a 
in the Black Hills area. The terpretative signs, or develop- | lwmaed demand of the public 
Stateline SRMA SRMA designation would place ments being constructed. No | users. Not having trash re 
its area in a Category thal would recreation trail Gesignatron ceptacies of parking areas 





promote recreation as the primary 
use of the area. increased visita- 
tion could be expected. This 
Could result in vandalism. littering. 
Gisturbance to wildife and ive- 
stock. damage to historic and pre 
hustonc sites, conficts with adja 
cent landowners and other re- 
source users. and increased ero- 
sion from trad use and vetucie 
travel to traiheads. information 
and imerpretive Signs would pro 
vide the public with knowledge of 
the natural resources present in 
the area 





would be made. This could 
result in indiscriminate use of 
the area Causing impacts to 
soils. vegetation. wildite. ive- 
stock, and conflicts with land- 
owners. Educational oppor- 
tummbes would be foregone 





estabished near the trasineads 
would lead to increased iter 
and trash in the area. and ero 
sion and damage to vegetation 
would occur due tc ndiscrim- 
mate parking 
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Table 4-1 








Summary of Impacts by Alternative 
Affected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Management — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative 8B | impacts Under Alternative C 
SPECIAL Compared to Alternative A. visitor | The petroglyph panels would | Sarne as Proposed RMP Estabistung day use taciimes 
MANAGEMENT use impacts to the site would be be impacted by unresincted would increase visor use and 
AREAS (continued) negligible because the site would | visitor use. shooting. vandal- could have the potential for 
not be developed for unrestricted | ism. and lvestock rubbing the conflicts between resource 
Whoopup Canyon public vistation. instead. the panels. Damage would im- users and adjacent land 
ACEC educational valves of the site Clude chalking. panting. owners. This could increase 
would be brought to the public shooting. defacing, scraictwng. the potential for damage to the 


through exhibits. presentations. 

other off-stte means. and super- 
vised guided tours. This would 

result »n increased public aware- 
ness of the significance and sen- 
Sitrvity of the site and would also 
result in a signiicant reduction of 


site damage 


and touching the panets 
Vandalism would increase the 
tate of natural erosion of the 
petroglyphs. increased sur- 
face disturbance. erosion. 
sedimentation, new roads. 
Grsturbance to wildiife. and 
Gamage to vegetation could 
occur with unrestricted visita. 
tion to the site. The archeo- 
logical deposits and surface 
artifacts would also be im. 
pacted. Uniess protective 
measures were implemented. 
Gamage could be expected to 
increase because of greater 
public attention on the site 








The site would be available for 
Natrve American religious and 
cultural use. Thus is fully consist 
emt with the site protection re 
quired under the conservation use 
Classification for the site 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Summary of impacts by Alternative 
impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Proposed RMP Management - Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
Controthng grazing. wmiber cutting. | Mirwng actvihes associated Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
ngm-ol-way actons. and rmuneral with locatable munerais could 
exploration and development Gestroy or Cause Gamage to 
would murermze unpacts to the rock art panels and assocated 








meresied publcs would be abie 
to wew the site only unc ., BLM 
supervision. Lega! access tor 
management and adrurvstratrve 
purposes only would munwmze the 
effects of unrestricted visor use 


Same as Atternatrve A 


Garning \ega! public access 
would resul! © unrestricted 
visitor use of the site 





Exchanging lands to acquire im 
portant private lands im the area 
would bring sensitive petrogiyph 
panels and associated archeolog: 
Cal sites into federa! ownership 
Management of the ste would be 
easier and more efficent 


The area bering a combination 
Of private and public land 
owners would make it Oifficult 
to manage effectively 


Same as Proposed RMP 








Lirmting vetucie use to adrruns 
tratrve purposes only would etn 
inate unnecessary degradation of 
the area 





Limiting vetcie use to existing 
roads and trails would not 
adequate'y prevent vegetative 
Gamage and erosion in the 
area 











——— A — 


Same as Proposed RMP 





Same as Proposed RMP 
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Table 4-1 











Summary of impacts by Alternative 
Aftected impacts Under the impacts Under Current 
Land Use or Resource Proposed RMP Managemen — Alternative A | impacts Under Alternative B | impacts Under Alternative C 
SPECIAL Under the VRM Class ti designa The visual miegrity of the ste | Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
MANAGE MENT ton. the visual egrity of the sae | would not be mamtamed 
AREAS (continued) would be maintanned 
Whropup Canyon 
*CEC (continued) 
Management of tuets and contro! The megrty of the petro Same as Proposed RMP Same as Proposed RMP 
of fre would murermuze potential giypns could be affected by 
fwe and smoke Garnage to rock art | tre and smoke trom tres 
panes 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


TABLE 4-2 
AREAS CF SURFACE USE RESTRICTIONS 


Total Area of Big Game Unguilate Winter Range’ ‘surface anc mineral estate). 9.080 acres 
Areas Covered by Grouse Protection Stipulation’, ‘ 


Number of Grounds Number of 
Total Number of Involving Surface Leks on 
Recorded Grounds and Minerals Public Lands 





Sage grouse 67 39 7 
Sharp-tailec grouse 70 25 0 
Number of Acres Covered by “No Surface Occupancy” Stipulation’ 

Sage grouse: 126 

Sharp -taled grouse 

Number of Acres Covered by Seasonal Stipulation” 


“age grouse 79.720 
Sharp -tailed grouse 7,690 


Number of Acres Covered by Raptor Protection Stipulation” ‘2.900 








nar Oro Gare winter unou ale wmvter Nabtal orirng and ote rftace -asturDing activ'ty wi! Not De allowed Ouring ihe 
hue ~ » +o . 7 ™ —s _ a - —— , — wee wl ow . ; avid _ 
VOve De to Ar ; ‘a Jor ft app y! yrenance ano operatic ' produ owe Modticatio f 
+ 
ny yea iy De ap * Ww } Dy ? ¢ "Or 
) uf “ae 1 9 ‘ ora 9a tace rbing activity w 1 Oe 
| ) t q 2. y : : : °| oT produ ng we 
2 ¥ rw 
h : y ye ee N ’ ‘ ‘ 
N rt aoe pancy wi! Do alowed on hat ithe lea } wit e’ wing Getined areas for the purpose Of protecting wiidiite 
ry tat | tee samp ‘or ; OD taeda rutting ar ’ ra » tas y¢ ‘+ Tutatron in ary yearn ay De wWoroved « writing 





CHAPTER 5 
CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


INTRODUCTION 


The final EIS for the Proposed RMP was prepared by 
an interdisciplinary team of specialists from the BLM's 
Newcastle and Casper Field offices and the Wyoming 
State Office. Field and state office staffs also provided 


in-depth reviews for accuracy and consistency. 


Preparation of the document began 'n 1989. Much of 
the research and inventory that produced Gata used in 
preparation of the various sections of the document and 
for analysis of actions was Completed prior to the start of 
the planning process. Due to budget constraints the 
development of the draft EIS was postponed during 
fiscal year 1990 and resumed in fiscal year 1991. 


Consultation. coordination. and public involvement 
on both draft documents have occurred throughout the 
planning process through scoping meetings. individual 
contacts. informal consultations. newspaper releases. 
and Federal Register notices. Documents contained in 
appendix M of the draft RMP EIS have not been re- 
printed in this document: however. new documents (for 
example. press releases) issued since April 8. 1997 
have been reproduced in this final EIS 


PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 


On April 24, 1998, the Environmental Protection 
Agency's Notice of Availability. announcing the avail- 
ability of the second draft RMP was published in the 
Federal Register. By this notice. the 90-cay comment 
period on the second draft RMP EIS began. 


On April 27. 1998. we issued a press release to 58 
media contacts and elected representatives informing 
them that the second draft RMP EIS was available for 
public review and comment. 


On May 4, 1998. the BLM's Notice of Availability, 
announcing the availability of the second draft RMP EIS 
was published in the Federal Register 


On May 13, 1998. we issued a press release to 58 
media contacts and elected representatives announc- 
ing three open houses/public meetings scheduled in 
Crook, Weston, and Niobrara counties June 8, 9. and 11. 
respectively. in order for the public to discuss and submit 
formal comments on the plan 


On June 3, 1998. we issued a press release similar to 
that above to the same 58 contacts reminding everyone 
of the open houses June 8. 9. and 11 


On June 5. 1998. we issued a press release to 58 
media contacts and elected representatives announc- 
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ing that the June 9 meeting to be held at the BLM's 
Newcastle office was Changed to the First Security Bank 
busiding because of Construction in the office. 


On June 8, 9. and 11, 1998. we held open ho uses and 
public meetings in Sundance. Newcastle. and Lance 
Creek. respectively. The minutes from those meetings 
have been reproduced in this document with corre- 


sponding responses. where necessary 


On July 9. 1998. the BLM conducted a bus tour of the 
Lance Creek area. This tour was attended by people 
representing various State and County agencies. a spe- 
cial interest group. a Congressional representative. and 
two newspaper reporters. The purpose of the tour was 
to physically show public accessibility to BLM-adminis- 
tered public lands in the Lance Creek Area. BLM's 
paleontologisi identified potential areas along the route 
where paleontology resources could occur 


CONSISTENCY 


Requirenents pertaining to consistency between BLM 
resource management plans and other planning efforts 
are described in federal regulations: 


resource Mar >gement plans ... shall be 
consistent with officially approved or adcpted 
resource related plans. and the policies and 
programs contained therein. of other Federal 
agencies. State and local governments and 
indian tribes. so long as the resource 
management plans are also consistent with 
the purposes. policies and programs of the 
Federal laws and regulations applicable to 
public lands. including Federal and State 
poliution control laws as implemented by 
applicable Federal and State au. water. norse. 
and other pollution standards or implementa- 
tion plans. (43 CFR 1610 3-2) 


Coordination with other agencies and consistency 
with their plans has been accomplished through continu- 
Ous COMMunication and cooperative efforts between us 
and involved federal. state. and local agencies and 
organizations 


The Wyoming Governor's Clearing House was sup: 
plied with copies of this final EIS for review by state 
agencies to ensure consistency with the states on- 
going plans. The state planning coordinator was notified 
of the state of development of the draft EIS and com- 
ments were received from several state agencies 
Wyoming state government was also consulted during 
development of the second draft EIS. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


The RMP team contacted County commussioners in 
Crook. Weston. and Niobrara counties to inform inem of 
the development of the final EIS. Officials of the Black 
Hillis National Forest. Thunder Basin National Grass- 
land. and Devils Tower National Monument have been 
contacted. and planning procedures coortinated with 
thew on-gorng plans and programs 


All incorporated municipalities im the three counties 
have been contacted to inform them of the development 
of the plan 


BLM offices in Buttalo and Mi'is. Wyoming. as well as 
Montana and South Dakota were also contacted to 
coordinate with ther planning efforts since they adjoin 
the Newcastle planning area 


AGENCIES AND 
ORGANIZATIONS CONTACTED 


Members of the planning team contacted numerous 
agencies and elected officials during development of the 
Graft and final CIS documents. The following ist is 
representative of the agencies and offices that indicated 
an interest in the Newcastle RMP and those that have 
been contacted during the planning process. Thvs list is 
not inclusive. a complete list 1s on fle at the Newcastle 
Fien’ Office 


Federal Agencies 


United States. Department of Agriculture 
Animal. Plant Health inspection Service 
Farm Service Agency 
Forest Service 
Natura! Resources Conservation Service 


United States, Department of Energy 


United States Department of the interior 
Bureau of Land Management (other sta.es and Wast 
ngton. DC 
Bureau of Mines 
Bureau of Reclamaton 
Fish and Wiidite Service 
Geological Survey 
National Park Service 
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
Office of Surface Mining 


United States Environmental Protection Agency 
EIS Filing Section. Washington. DC 
EIS Registration Section. Washington. DC and Den 
ver. CO 





160 


Federa’ Elected Officials 
Ottice of Representative Barbara Cubin 
Otnce of Senator Mike Enzi 
“hoe of Senator Craig Thomas 


State of Wyoming 
Association of Conservation Districts 
Board of Agriculture 
Depa‘tment of Agriculture 
Department of Commerce 
Department of Energy 
Department of Transportation 
Farm Bureau Federation 
Game and Fish Department 
Geological Survey 
Office of Federal Land Policy 
Office of the Governor of Wyoming 
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission 
State Engineer s Office 
State Historic Preservation Office 
State Inspector of Mines 


Local Government 

Chambers of Commerce - Lusk. Manville. New- 
castle. Wright 

Conservation Distncts - Devils Tower. Horse Creek 
Natrona County 

County Commissioners - Crook. Niobrara. Weston 

Mayors ~ Lusk. Newcastle. Manville. Glendo. Sun- 
dance. Wright. Pine Haven 

Niobrara County Resources Association 

Tribal Governments and Native American Leaders 


DISTRIBUTION 


In additron to the agencies and offices listed above 
notces. requests for comments. and copies of this 
document have been sent to businesses. organizations 
nterest groups. and individuals. Copies are availabie 
for review at the BLM offices in Casper. Cheyenne, and 
Newcastle and at the libranes of Crook. Niobrara. and 
Weston counties. among others 


The mailing list for this document is also available for 
review at the Newcastle Field Office 


PREPARERS OF THE 
DOCUMENT 


ABBREVIATIONS: CFO « Casper Field Office (for 
merly Casper District Office); FOM = Field Office Man- 
ager (formerly District Office Manager); NFO = New- 
castle Field Office (formerly Newcastle Resource Area): 
P&EC «= Planning and Environmental Coordination. 
PRRA « (former) Platte River Resource Area: WSO = 
Wyong State Office 
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Management Team 
Gary Johnson Forme: Field Office Manager. NFO Review and approval 
Jim Murkin Field Office Manager. CFO Review ard approval! 


Assistant FOMs. Administration. 


Core Team 


Jack Hanson 
Patricia Hiller 


Gien Nebeker 


Shelly Peele 


interdisciplinary Team 
Mike Brogan 

Laurie Bryant 

Bill Carson 

Fred Crockett 

Sharon Dries 

Kare Hilt 

Jim Johnson 

Gary Lebsack 


Kathy Lehman 
Bill McNally 
Terry Matchett 
Joe Meyer 

Kate Padilla 
Don Peterson 
Mike Riggleman 
Leshe Theiss 


Alice Tratebas 


Support Staff, CFO and NFO 


Larry Apple 
Jude Carino 


Bruce Daughton 


Lands and Renewable Resources. Minerals. and Operations. CFO 


Supervisory Petroleum Engineer 
Team Leader. NFO 


Viriter-Editor. CFO 


P&EC. CFO 


Land Law Examiner. Fluid 
Minerals, NFO 


Hydrologist. CFO 

Former Paleontologist. CFO 
Realty Specialist. NFO 

Geologist. CFO 

Former Geologist. N©O 

Staff Assistant. NFO 

Fire Management Specialist. CFO 


Former Team Leader, NFO 
Planning and Environmental 
Coordinator. Wiiclite Biologist 


Range Management Specialist. NFO 
Former Ecorormst. CFO 

Former Access Specialist. CFO 

Soil Scientist. CFO 

Former Putlic Aftairs Specialist. CFO 
Former Range Conservationist. NFO 
Forester. NFO 

Former Geologist. CFO 

Archeologist. NFO 


Former Wildlife Exologist. CFO 
Former Archeologist. CFO 


Former Range Conservationist. CFO 
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Minerals. plan development. technical 
coordination: ieam management 


Document format and organization 
editoriai management 


Legal notices: environmental planning 
process. plan development. budget 
technical Coor-dination 


Editorial review and coordination 


Hydrology. water quality 
Paleontology resources 

Lands and realty 

Fiuid minerals. geologic hazards 
Solid minerals 

Word processing 


Fire management 


Wiidite habitat T&E plants and animals 


ORV VRM recreation 


Range management 
Socoeconomic conditions 

Access 

Soils 

Public participation 

Range management. vegetation 
Forestry 

Geology. solid minerals. paleontology 


Cultural resources 


Wildiite habitat 
Cultural resources 


Range manageme.tt 
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Support Staff, CFO and NFO (continued) 

Tom Durst Geologist. CFO Solid minerals 

Wille Fitzgerald Wiildiite Biologist. PRRA Wildite habitat 

Pat Moore Former Realty Specialist. CFO Lands and realty 

George Ruebe!mann Former Archeologist. CFO Cultural resources 

Stephen Saizman Former Petroleum Engineer. CFO Fluid munerais 

George Schoenteid Former Natural Resource Surface protection: reclamation 
Specialist. NFO weed contro! 

State Office Support Staff 

Division of Lands and Renewable Resources Review 

(Branches 931. 932. 934) 

Division of Mineral Resources Review 

(Branches 923. 925) 

Division of Operations. Graphics 


Branch of Engineering Support 
Services (941). Technographics Section 


Division of Admurustration. Typesetting. layout 
Branch of Admunistrative Services (951) printing arrangements 
Roy Allen Economist Socioeconomics 


Division of Resource Policy 
and Management (930) 


Susan Canlar Range Management Specialist Air Quality 
Division of Resource Policy 
ard Management (930) 


Joe Patti Natura! Resource Specialist Review and guidance 
Division of Resource held WSO coordination 
Policy and Management (930) 


Daria Pindel! Former industry Economist Socioeconomics 
Mineral Program Operations 
Group (922) 


Mike Sestak Former Physical Scientist Air Quality 
Sranch of Biological 
Sciences (932) 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


COORDINATION, SUPPORT, 
AND REVIEW 


Coordination. support. and revew were provided by 
the divisions of Lands and Renewable Resc.4ces. Op- 
erations. Minerals. and Admunistration, Casper Field 
Office: and the divisions of Minerals. Lands and Renew- 
able Resources. and Operations of the Wyoming State 
Office. BLM. The Division of Administration. Branch of 
Admunistrative Services. was responsible for typesetting 
and printing arrangements 


COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 
Introduction 


We appreciate the time and effort everyone made in 
reviewing and preparing Comments on the fina EIS for 
the Proposed RMP_ Both the written comments and the 
verbal comments presented a! various Meetings were 
usetul in deciding what needed to be modified or changed 
to prepare the final EIS for the Proposed RMP. All 
comment letters were reviewed by both BLM managers 
and stati members. Table 5-1 contains an index of 
comment letters and hearing testemomes from pubic 
meetings held on the Newcastle draft EIS for the Pro 
posed RMP 


Responses were written to comments if the comment 
related to madequacies Of Maccuracies in the analysis 
methodologies used. or if they dented new impacts or 


recommended reasonable alternatrves or mitigation 
measures. Although responses were not written for 
every comment each one was taken into Consideration 
Guring the process of completing the final EIS for the 
Proposed RMP 


There are five major sections in this chapter 


(a) Comments received via e-mail. Where the let- 
ters were identical. only names and addresses 
appear after the letter. Where letters varied by a 
sentence or two. the entire letter has been repro- 
Guced. One response was give for all e-mail 
letters 


(b) Form letters received in the mail. Since the 
letiers were identical. only names and addresses 
appear after the letter, Handwritien comments 
on the form letter were reproduced adjacent to 
the commentor s name 


(Cc) Form ‘green cards received in the mail. Since 
these comment cards are identical. only names 
and addresses appear after the card. Handwrit 
len comments on the card were reproduced 
agjacent to the commentor s name 


(6) Telephone conversations. and letters received 
in the mail. commenting on the rev:sed draft RMP 
EIS and our responses to those comments 


ie) lranscrpts trom Crook. Weston. and Niobrara 
County public hearings 


TABLE 5-1 
INDEX OF COMMENTS ON THE SECOND DRAFT EIS 





Comments Received by E-mai 
Form Letters Recerved in the Ma 


Form Green Cards Received im the Mav 


Cartwnght Conversation 
Chnstinson Conversation 
Heurmer Conversation 


Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission 


Letter 1 Beers. Norma (July 21. 1998) 

Letter 2 Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission (July 15. 1998) 
Letter 3 Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission (July 17. 1993) 
Letter 4 Hutchings. Sandra L 

Letter 5 Niobrara County Commussioners 

Letter 6 Niobrara Resources Association 

Letter 7 Reeo Kanch—Jeftt and Danese Reed Danese 

Letter 8 Sierra Chub 

Letter 9 Swanson, John 8 

Letter 10 Town of Hulett (July 15, 1998) 

Letter 11 Town of Hulett (July 16. 1998) 
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Letter 12 USDA, Animal and Plant Health inspection Services 

Letter 13 USDI. Geological Survey 

Letter 14 tISDI, National Park Service 

Letter 15: US. Environmental Protection Agency 

Letter 16 Wildiite Management institute 

Letter 17 Wyoming. Department of Agriculture 

Letter 18: §Wyomung, Division o' Cultural Resources 

Letter 19 Wyoming. Division of State Parks and Historic Sites 

Letter 20 Wyoming. Game and Fish Department 

Letter 21 Wyoming. Geological Survey 

Letter 22 Wyoming, Office of Federal Land Policy 

Letter 23 Wyomiry. Public Service Commission 
Transcript of Public Hearing. Crook County 
Transcript of Publ Hearing. Niobrara County 
Transcript of Public Hearing. Weston County 

Comments Received by E-mail 


Dear Mr. Johnson 


| would like to express my concern over the Bureau of Land Management's decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek fossil beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation 


Lance Creek s fossil resources are known throughout the world as an important source for study 
and enhghtenment in areas of Mesozoic paleontology and need special management protection 
Please accept my recommendation that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decisi0 and 
designate Lance Creek an Area of Critical Environmental Concern so that these fossil resources can 
be adequately protected 

Regards 

Michael Arnold 200 Allen Drive San Bruno. CA 94066 

Kenneth Bacsc PO Box 43 Arvada. CO 80001 

Karen Blenc 2618 Rochester Rd. Apt. R4 Royal Oak. Mi 48073 


Donald J Cramer 133 Nymphenburgerstr Munich. GE 80636 Cethry’ Cutier 489 Carolwood Lane 
At'anta. GA 30342 


Darmcle M Dawes 6321 Peddington Land Centreville VA 20120 Michele Dotson PO Box 346 
Benton. KY 42025 

juve A Dull 608 Wilowgate Street Mountain View. CA 94043 

Timothy Dunbar 250 Hewner Road. No 610 San Antomo. TX 78232 

Richard A Emory PO Box 684 Ferndale. WA 98248 

Scott Ferguson 4323.1 Avent Ferry Road Ralegh. NC 27606 

Stephen Fick 1235 Shannon County Or. St Lours. MO 63125 

Brad Flowers 235 Littleton. Apt. 1 West Latayette. IN 47906 

Audra Frend 2969 Mattern Avenue Pittsburgh. PA 15216 

Todd M Frez 590 Glenwood Way Butler. PA 16001 

Liz Genshemmer PO Box 796005 Dallas. TX 75379-6005 

Jay Goce! PO Box 862 Elmhurst. IL 60126 

James Gregory 5157 Patriot Drive Stone Mountain. GA 30087 

Kevin Hall 16134 NE 3rd Place Bellevue. WA 98008 

Scott Harber 3871 Manor Street Philadelphia, PA 19128 
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Skip Harris 3309 Seymour Road Wichita Falls. TX 76309 
Eugene M. Herman 10717 South La Porte Ave. Oak Lawn. iL 60453-5410 
Maria Hoehn 1552 Timber Creek Drive San Jose. CA 95153 
Kenneth E. Hyde 9 Hillsboro Road Clarksville, TN 37042 
Patrick D. Kirby 1552 Timber Creek Drive San Jose. CA 95131 
Christopher Kost 506 Citadel Drive Davis. CA 95616 

Michelle Lods 1255 Barker Drive East Mobile. AL 36608 
Audrey Longhurst 964 Savannah Falis Drive Weston. FL 33327 
Jett McGraw 1465 Evergreen Point Road Bellevue. WA 98804 
Kim Mille; 801 NE Ridgeview Drive Lee's Summit. MO 64086 
Melissa Miller 3909 Bon Aire Monroe. LA 71203 

Rob Miller 110 South Kennicott Arlington Heights. iL 60005 
April Nemmann 174 New Road Montague, NJ 07827 

Kieu Nguyen 3382 Vincent Drive Santa Ciara. CA 95051 

David Nye 307 East 44th Street.#1110 New York. NY 10017 
Steven Opdz 119 South Vermont Fullerton. CA 92833-2923 
Andrew and Pat Panelli 12051 Mackinac Lockport. IL 10441 
Jaclyn M. Pasquarelli 321 Seneca Avenue Middiesex. NJ 08846 
Philip J. Petuso 55 Prospect Piace Belleville. NJ 07109 

J. Kelley Pepe 501 Rivertront Drive Bullhead City. AZ 86442 
Aruna Redman 177) First Avenue. No. 4 New York. NY 10128 
Kim Renminger 1140 Commonwealth Bivd. Reading. PA 19607 
Barry Rich 6643 East Monte Vista Scottsdale. AZ 

Jenniter A Schwartz 80 Haven Avenue. Apt. 1D New York. NY 10032 
Titus S. Sedhener N207 Park Drive New Auburn. W! 54757 
Ray Simmons 449 Mountain Meadows Rd Boulder CO 80302 
Dare! Snyder Berkley. CA 

Lorraine Stanton 157 Rutledge Avenue Concord. NC 28025 

Dr N. Sukumar Chemistry Department. Marquette University Miwaukee W! 53201 1881 
Michael A. Temple PO Box 321 Holland. OH 43528 

Teresa Tucker 2346 Garnett Street Arcata. CO 95521 

Larissa Ulutas 316 Preston Lake Drive Tucker, GA 30084 
Albert Verbyla PO Box 585 Lenow. NC 20645 

Michael Wagner 4046 East 130th Way Thornton. CO 80241 
Chelsea Watson 206 Hart Drive Pittsburgh. PA 15235 

Dana Westmoreland 547 33rd Street. No B Oak'and CA 94€o~ 
Enn Nicole Wilson NJ 
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Dear Mr. Johnson 


| would like to express my concern over the Bureau of Land Management's decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek fossil beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation 


Lance Creek's fossil resources are known throughout the worid as an important source for study 
and enlightenment in areas of Mesozcic paleontology and need special management protection 
Please accep! my recommendation that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and 
Gesignate Lance Creek an Area of Critical Environmental Concern so that these fossil resources can 


be adequately protectad 
Regards 
Gwen Ackley PO Box 122 Jefferson. MA 01522 


nixyzgwen@aol com 


SSeEsetsesest eerste sestetastsstseersessesesestssesesesesesesertstsestsestsestse Sess ststsessesstsseststastestecss 


Dear Mr Johnson 


| want to express my deep concern over the Bureau of Land Management's decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek fossil beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation 


Lance Creek s fossil resources are of world renown and need special management protection. It 
'S Of crucial emportance that we protect such an important site. for ourselves and for future generations. 


| "ecommend that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lance 
Creek an Area of Critical Environmen:al Concern so that these toss resources can be adequately 
protected. Thvs is the duty of the BLIA 


Sincerely 
Juve Barker 3046 Emerson St Falo Alto. CA 94306 


Dear Mr Johnson 


| want to express my deep concern over the Bureau of Land Managements decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek toss: beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation 


Lance Creek s toss: resources are of world renown and need special management protection | 
recommend that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decrsi0” and designate Lance Creek 
an Area of Critical Enwronmenta! Concern so that these toss: resources Can be adequately protected 


There iS an enormous «Mount of information still to be gained trom the Lance Creek toss beds 
that will be a treasure to the people Dont let ttws area become degradated 


Sincerely 
Luke Ceidwel! 5102 Mud Bay Rd Olympia WA 98502 


od Seeceeeeaeeees 


Dear Mr. Johnson 


| want to express my Geep concern over the Bureau of Land Managements decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek fossi' beds for Area of Critical Enwironmentai Concern designation 
Fossils are an important pre-twstonc resource and should be protected not only from development 
but from those wistwng to loot and sell these precious remains Fossil theft 1s rampant in our Country 
and cannot be stopped unless the level of awareness is raised 


Lance Creok s fossi resources are of world renown and need special management protection. | 
recommend that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lance Creek 
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an Area of Critical Environmental Concern so that these tossi resources can be adequately protected 
As an archaeologist and as a caver. | see the sickening results of looting alll 100 often. Please re-think 
your stand on this issue and save ths valuable resource for our chiidren and thew children to come. 

Sincerely. 

Donna Knoke Cobb 4666 Sandpiper Lane Birmingham. AL 35244-3301 

Ondcobb@belisouth net 

Dear Mr. Johnson. 

| want to express my Geep concern over the Bureau of Land Management's decision not to 
recommend the Lance Cre» fossil beds for Area of Critical Envi onmental Concern designation 


Lance Creek's fossil resources are of world renown and need spe~ial management protection. | 
recommend that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lanne Creek 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern so that these fossil reso: “es can be adequately /sotected 


Time and again it can be proven that Sc ie-"g ter” benefits of tours will out weigh the short teri.) 
gains for a few. at the expense of the public. Please reconsider your decision 

Sincerely, 

Wayne Kilson 50 Hampsture Drive Chco. CA 

Wayspre y@msn com 


Dea’ Mr. Johnson 


| was Sad to learn about the Bureau of Land Management s decision not to recommend the Lance 
Creek fossil beds tor Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation. My purpose in writing is 
*9 express My Concern for the preservation of fossil resources. Lance Creek s in particular. on behalf 
of myself and my 10-year old son. who has a keen interest n studying fossils 


Won't you please recor.mend that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and 
designate Lance Creek an Area of Critical Environmental Con. °n so that these toss: resources can 


be adequately protected 
Sincerely 
LaDonna M Krafty 11000 62nd Avenue N. A-20! Seminole. FL 33772 


KrattyL@baytront org 


Seeeeeereeeeeresetesa se &S se@eeeeseeeeceseesesesterteseseeseeeeseseesereseeeseeeerrerteaeres 


Dear Mr Johnson 


| want to express my Geep concern over the Bureau of Land Managements decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek fossi beds tor Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation 


Lance Creek s fossil resources are of world renown and need special management protection 
Such fossi resources are unique. and the destruction of the beds will be irreversible | recommend 
that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lance Crvek an Ares of 
Critical Environmental Concern so that these fossil resources can be adequately protected 


Sincerely 
W. Michael McShan. Pn D wmecshan@rex vokhsc edu 
Dept. of Microbiology and Immuno’<gy (405)-271.1202 


University of Oklahoma Health Sciences Center (405)-27 5 -7117 FAX 
B ASB 1053 940 S.L. Young Biva. Oklahoma City. OK 73130 


SESSA HORE RRR Re RRR eee 
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Sequence databases for Streptococous pyogenes. Nersseria gonorrhoeae. and other genomes 
are available at the University of Oklahoma s Advanced Center tor Genome Technology: http: 
www genome Ou edu 


SSSSESSSESSSSSSESSSSSSSSSSSSESSSSESSSSESSSSSSSESTESSESSSSSSSESSESEssessesesseeeers 


Dear Mr. Johnson 


| want to express my Geep concern over the Bureau of Land Management's decision not to 
recommend the Lance Creek fossil beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation 


ance Creek s fossil resources are of world renown and need special management protection. | 
recommend that the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lance Creek 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern so that these fossi resources can be adequately protected 
aS an important link to Our Mustory and an area worth studying 

Sincerely. 

Dusty Milier 11515 Hauser Overland Park. KS 66210 

horses@sound net 


SSesttesseseesesetsessteesssessesesesesset.-seeestertrseseseseserrrreanstesresesreseseeazeeeczees 


Mr. Johnson 


| wamt to express my concern over the Bureau of Land Management s decision not to recommend 
the Lance Creek fossi beds for Area of Crincal Environmental Concern designation. | am a student 
at Appa'achian State University. and | found out about this fateful outcome f.om the Sverra Club. | am 
Orsturbec especially because of my recent education in the held of geology | realized ths past year 
how amazing ye history of the earth is and how mnsignificant humans rv ally are to the whole scheme 


of things 


t Lance Creek is a sight of the largest collection of Mesozorc tossils in the world. then we have nc 
Choice but fo preserve them so that we might know more about the earth and its past Please suggest 
that the Burau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lance Creek an Area of 
Critcal Environmental concern so the fossils can De adequately preserved Thank you 


Sincerely 


Seeecreeeseteteseseesterterres = Seeerseeseertesereeree ese eeeeseeeeseesetteetererteeceececeee se & 


Dear BLM Representative 


| want to exp ess my Geep concern over the Bureau of Land Managements decision not to 
recommend the .ance Creek fossil beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern Gesignaton 


Larce Creek needs special management protection and should be designated an ACED so that 
t's fo sse resources are protected 


Sincerely 
Tamm: J Parsons 6986 County Road 6 NE Kandiyot MN 56251 
orgamcartitacts@hotmai com 


Seeeecereeeeereeeeeeeertert ewer ertereereree ee eeeeearterereceererecseeceeeceecest ee & & 


Dear Mr Johnson 


| would like to take an opportunity to express my Concern about the Bu eau of Land Management 5 
Gecision not to recommend the Lance Creek fossi beds tor Area of Critical Environmental Concer 
Gesignation. These natural resources for education are renown anu need special protection It 1s my 
recommendation (nat the Bureau of Land Management reconsider its decision and designate Lance 
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Creek and Area of Critical Environmental Concern so thus resource may be suffimently protected. 
Foss! beds provide researches with unmeasurable hustoncal Gata which s not available just 


anywhere On ths premuse | wish you would senously consider my request 
Sincerely. 
Dennis R. Troy 435 Koser Avenue lowa City. 1A 52246 


Gens troy@uiowa edu 


4644 South Woodlake Lane Conyers GA 30013 May 21. 1998 
Dear Sir 


| am currently 15 years old and im the tenth grade. | nave future ambitions of becoming a 
paleontologist. but 4 disappoints me greatly to learn that | may never have the chance to visit the Lance 
Creek Fossi Beds. Please designate ths site an Area of Critical Environmental Concern so t will be 
protected from gas and o! Gevelopment 


Sincerely yours. 
Dana Mare Van Ord 


Response to the Above Letter 


Thank you for your comments. The Lance Creek area has indeed produces ‘portant oss 's_ and 
continues to do so. But the first horned dinosaurs were collected in Montana in the 1850s Nearly 
all the known vertebrate collectons have been made trom private. not public lands There is no 
indication that ‘fossil theft” #s occurring on public lands im the Lance Creek area BLM policy now 
includes procedures for evaluating and protecting fossils wherever they occur On Public lands and is 
not imted to spacial management areas The limited acreage access difficules. and absence of 
known vertebrate foss:! locales make the public lands m the Lance Crevk area unsuitable as an 
ACEC 


Seeeeeeeeereeseeeeeeeee ee teeertecrteeesrerseese see steseseseseeseseeeartertesereaasecresrr=s 


Form Letters Received in the Mail 


Gary Johnson 
Newcastie Area Mana er 
Bureau of Land Management 


1101 Wastungton Biva 
Newcastle WY 82701 


Dear Mr Johnson 


| wart to express My Geep concern over the Bures. ¢' Land Management s decision to Change *** 
recommendation and not Gesarnate the Lance Crees Foss: Beds an Area of Critical Enwronmenta 
Concern (ACEC) Ths area 1s well deserving of is designation and needs special managemer 
protection | would Whe to urge you to reconsWer your Gecis:on Detore the Newcastie Resource 


Management Plan is tnakzed 


Lanoce Creek is one of the United States most important toss! beds The area produced the firs’ 
horned Gnosaur fossils and the frst Cre‘aceous mammal tossi's found in North Amenca At least a 
Gozen imernnatonally emportant museums contain extensive toss! collectom from Lance Crees 
Lance Creek contains some of the most tghly fossilized deposits tron the Mesozorc Age any where 
in the world in 1973. the Nabonal Park Service recognized the importance of the Lance Creek area 
by designating the site a Nationa! Nitura! Landmark 


Howev.’ the Natonal Natural Landmark is a designation wich only recognizes the national 
importance of the area it does not provide any protection The BLM's method for protecting special 
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areas like this ish, using the ACEC designation. In fact, every National Natural Landmark located 
on BLM iand in the Rocky Mountain region other than Lance Creek has been designated an 
ACEC. 


Lance Creek is in particular need of special management protection because of the amount of fossii 
theft that has been occurring on our public lands. In addition gravel pits and other surface 
disturbances can destroy fossils 


The BLM realized the importance of Lance Creek in its draft management plan and recommended 
Lance Creek for ACEC designation. However. in the revised craft of the plan this recommendation 
was dropped. |. thus. urge you to reconsider your decision and designate Lance Creek an ACEC 





Thank you 

Sincerely 
Unreadable Sandi Zier Shelly Sartin & 
No. 6 Taxi Drive 867 Olympus Drive 150 South Linden No. 2 | 
Sheridan. WY 82801 Shendan. WY 82801 Sheridan. WY 82801 
Laure Smith Alan K. Guile Unreadable 
732 Winois 508 Cedar 4404 Bridle Drive 


Sherndan. WY 82801 


Laurence A. Durante 
PO Box 6126 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Kathryn H. Penney 
343 Trigood 
Casper. WY 82609 


Tom Davis 
2563 Hanway Avenue 
Casper, WY 82604 


Jeanette Bieber 
4523 Audubon 
Billings. MT 59106 


Dan Coey 
1101 Bretton Drive 
Casper. WY 


Mary W. Holis 
645 South Nebraska 
Casper. WY 82609 


George Ruebelman 
1305 Leopard Street 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


L.S. McGuire 


2052 W. Basin Court 
Wheatland. WY 82201 


Chelsea B. Kesselheim 


22 Pheasant Run 
Lander. WY 82520 


Lander. WY 82520 


Mei Logan 
460 West Loucks 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Lois Logan 
460 West Loucks 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Leroy Burgis 
200 Wind River 
Casper. WY 82609 


Unreadable 
185 Madison 
Lander. WY 82520 


Pheobe Bollin 
3950 Eagle Drive 
Casper. WY 82604 


Lorna M. Wilkes 
1305 Leopard Street 
Sherndan. WY 82801 


Ft. Collins. CO 80524 


Charles A. Esheilman 


5311 Sagebrush Avenue 


Cheyenne. WY 82009 


V. Moses 
4523 Audubon 
Billings. MT 59106 


Mary Sadler 
2311 Lee Lane 
Casper. WY 82604 


Kirk Koepse! 
939 South Main 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Dion Cook 
§18 South Washington 
Casper, WY 82601 


Dick Sadler 
2311 Lee Lane 
Casper. WY 82604 


Comment written on letter) Gary. | supported this 
when | was on the District staff and | support it now 


Please reconsider. Geo 


Vickie Goodwin 


1906 Madora 
Douglas. WY 82633 


Sissy Good 
1906 Madora Avenue 
Douglas. WY 82633 
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Unreadable 


L&C Hall. Northwest College 


231 West Sixth Street 
Powell WY 82433 


A. Donn Kesselheim 
22 Pheasant Run 
Lander, WY 82520 





Pamela |. Rankin 
PO Box 3449 
Jackson. WY 83001 


Robb Reaull 
PO Box 8487 
Jackson, WY 83002 


Rita Lewis 
PO Box 902-Becklake 
Cody. WY 82414 


Scott Anya 
8120 Lakonia Drive 
Anchorage, AK 99516 


Mike Medberry 
4632 First Avenue NE 
Seattle. WA 98105 


Unreadabie 
Box 1082 
Jackson. WY 83001 


Mary Lou Morrison 
845 East Third 
Casper. WY 82609 


Karen Walinsiey 
939 South Main Street 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Bill Arthur 
14821 Ashworth Ave. N 
Seattle. WA 98133 


Leslie Peterson 
PO Box 568 
Wilson, WY 83014 


Unreadable 
1315 Hervey 
Boise. ID 83705 


Kevin R Marsh 
PQ Box 345 
Skykomish, WA 98288 


Unreadable 

PO Box 331 

15 Catherine Street 
Lensdale. MA 01242 


Jack Robins 
139 Stonewall Road 
Berkeley, CA 94705 


Burt Koehler 
Box 21106 
Juneau, AK 99802 


Ann M. Stephenson 
880 North Fali Creek Road 
Wilson, WY 83014 


Chuck Rhea 
PO Box 2104 
Jackson. WY 83001 


Byria L. Carson 
1304 Odell 
Thermopolis. WY 82443 


Mike F. Gierau 
Box 2975 
Jackson. WY 83001 


Steve Jones 
PO Box 84 
Jackson, WY 83001 


Harry Locke 
4304 17th Street SW 
Calgary. Alb. Canada 


Comment written on letter. Please protect this beautiful 


area 


Comment written on letter. Please respond in writing to 


me about this request. Thanks! 


Miles Mathews 
216 “F Street 
Cody. WY 82414 


Rep. Wende Barker 
Minority Whip. WY Leg 
954 McCue No. 177 
Laramie. WY 82072-6732 


Unreadable 
PO Box 584 
Lander. WY 82520 


Mark E. Dowell 
3930 Cynthia Drive 
Casper. WY 82609 


Timothy S. Tarses 
PO Box 6284 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Betsy Dower 
3930 Cynthia Drive 
Casper. WY 82609 


Comment written on letter. This is an incredible place’ 


Please save it 


Jenniter Ferenstein 
326 East Spruce 
Missoula. MT 59802 


John Leary 
4679 Sunnside 
Seattle. WA 98103 


Betsy Gaines 
628 Fridley 
Bozeman, MT 59815 


Unreadable 
5040 SW Downsview Court 
Portland. OR 97221 


Brian Unreadable?? 
15619 SE 157th Street 
Renton. WA 98058 


Peter Rinakos 
802 Silverwood Place 
Rediands. CA 92373 


Anne Mitchell 
3349 NE Tillamook 
Portland, OR 97212 


Larry Mikihoff 
18 Taxi Drive 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Ed Fox 
P© Box 29241 
San Francisco. CA 94129 


Brad Coelquiss 
10529 Linden Avenue North 
Seattle. WA 98133 


Kenneth Gersten 
23114 53rd Avenue SE 
Bothell, WA 98021 


Katherine Johnson 
13800 84th Street NE 
Lake Stevens. WA 98258 
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Wes Henry 
PO Box 4169 
Leesburg. VA 20177 


K. Willig 
PO Box 693 
Leavenworth. WA 98226 


Ken Wilcox 
3900 Fraser Street 
Bellingham, WA 98226 


Unreadable 
2521 Gilbert Avenue 
Missou’a, MT 59802 


Barry Beasiey 
4653 ??? Road 
Colurnbia, SC 


Chris Burns 
293 CR 130 
Hesperis. CO 81326 


Jim Walters 
11 Calle Targera 
Santa Fe. NM 87505 


Steven Hughes 
49300 Middle Fork Road 
North Bend. WA 98045 


Timothy J. Coleman 
Director. Kettle Range 
2000 Conservation Group 
PO Box 150 

Republic. WA 99166 
509-775-2667 


Julia Peita 
2426 25th Avenue West 
Seattle. WA 98199 


Peter Aengst 
2021 Bayadene 
7??? CA 92625 


David M. Braun 
2321 North 57th Street 
Seatite. WA 98103 


Dick Schroder 
1533 Monywood Street 
Eugene. OR 97404 


Kermit DeGeorge 
Halitax NS. Canada 


Michael! Scott 
120 Sourdough Ridge 
Bozeman, MT 59715 


Comment written on letter’ As a former BLM employee. 
| know this only too well. This «s the right decision! 


Mane Gelstrap 
PO Box 51135 
Seattle. WA 98115 


Unreadable Fant 
2028 NE 96th 
Seattle. WA 98115 


Ted Mertig 
348 Highley Circle 
Ei Paso. TX 79927 


Ryan Hickey 
PO Box 908 
Joseph. OR 97846 


Jennifer Lange 
15015 Washington Avenue 
Bainbridge is . WA 98110 


Irene Viach 
4812 SW 47th Avenue 
Portland. OR 97221 


Nancy Shea 
PO Box 68 
Kelly WY 83011 


Wendy Borgsen 
2202 Mii! 
Bellingham. WA 98228 


Michael! J. Kellett 
29 Academy Lane 
Concord. WA 01742 


J. Goodell 
110 South Betz 
Helena. MT 59601 


Nicole Whittington-Evans 
HC 4 Box 7019A 
Palmer. AK 99645 


Joanne F. Wynon 
5062 SW Jack Loop 
Corvallis, OR 97333-1097 


Tim Gould 
1806 East 6th Street No. 2 
Vancouver. WA 98661 


Lynn Cherry 
PO Box 127 
Thurmont, MD 21788 


Comment written on letter Please protect Lance Ck 
Fossil beds as an area of critical concern. | represent 
registered voters who support ACEC designation. TJ 


Jenny R. Guse-Noritake 
605 Prince Street 
Alexandria. VA 22314 


Mike Siiurgot 
6536 31st Avenue NE 
Seattle. WA 98115 


Elizabeth Dickinson 
1518 33rd Avenue 
Seattle, WA 98122 


David C. Unreadable 
19929 130 Avenue NE 
Wooden Hills, WA 98072 


Bob Heim 
PO Box 1803 
Whitefish, MT 59937 


Mark C. Rose 
PO Box 12577 
Salem, OR 97309 
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C.K. Klein 
11541 Hartsook Street 
North Hollywood, CA 91601 


Comment written on letter 
Please send me a written 
response. 


Tom Golding 
108 Southwestern Place 
Sequin, 98382 


Dwight Wilson 
PO Box 425 
Indianola, WA 98342 


Bob Eket 
105 West Main Street, Ste. E 
Bozeman, MT 59715 


Robdert Amon 
Box 8968 
Moscow, iD 83845 











Gary Macfarlane 
PO Box 8202 
Moscow. ID 83843 


Unreadable 
1536 Wynkoop 
Denver, CO 80303 


Carl Larson 
3117 West Thurman 
Seattle. WA 98199 


Shirl Parsons 
979 Woodland Avc. SE 
Atlanta. GA 30316 


Jim Stolt 
PO Box 160477 
Big Sky. MT 59716 


Mary Crowe Mitchell 
1108 West Pine Street 
Sandpoint, 1D 83864 


Chris Weller 
8914 38th Avenue NE 
Seattle. WA 98115 


Catherine Smith 
3565 Rosalinde 
Reno. NV 89503 


Phil Leatherman 
1241 ???? Parkway 


Bainbridge Is. WA 98110 


Sharon N. Mulford 
642 Surrey Road 
Carbondale. CO 81623 


John Brinda 
1327 Old Samish Road 
Bellingham, WA 98226 


George Nickas 
Box 7362 
Missoula, MT 59807 


Anna Pedroso 

330 West Olympic P 
Apartment 204 
Seattle. WA 98119 


Dori Giles 
1131 Jackson Street 
Missoula, MT 59802 


John Davis 


Fndtn. of Deep Ecology 
1555 Pacific 


San Francisco. CA 94109 


Dana Unreadable 
3 Charis Lanen 
Missoula. MT 59802 


Christine Shelton 
PO Box 237 
Oxford. MD 21654 


Comment written on letter’ PS. At least an ACEC 


designation. 


L. Mcintyre 
PO Box 3181 
Bozeman, MT 59772 


John A. Gilroy 
PO Box 180 
Wallingford, VT 05773 


Ken Kadlec 
927 18th Avenue 
Seattle. WA 98122-4704 


Allen E. Smith 
9835 Lonetree Drive 
Anchorage. AK 99516 


Lola McClintock 
30543 State Highway 3 NE 
Poubabo, WA 98370 


Vera Lochern 
2401 Arende! Road. No 4 
Mt. Rainer. MD 20710 


Lloyd Fetterly 
614 North 6th Street 
Tacoma. WA 98403 


Beth Fries 
9051 East Sharwood Dr #656 
Mercer Island. WA 98040 


Judy Anderson 
4134 Ocean View 
Montrose. CA 91020 


Pete Kolbenschiag 
220’. Gunnison 
Grand Junction, CO 81501 


Comment written on letter (formerly of Rapid City. SD 
and a frequent visitor to the Newcastle area ) 


Ron Unreadable? 
PO Box 1048 
Seattle. WA 98111 


Jon K. Mulford 
642 Surrey Road 
Carbondale, CO 81623 


Chris Eckley 
805 East 5th Street. No. 203 
Port Angeles. WA 98362 


Maureen Corbas 

1300 156th Street SE 
Apt. B-104 

Mill Creek, WA 98012 


Becky Kelley 
14037 26th Avenue NE 
Seattle. WA 98125 


Richard Forrest 
101 W. Olympic Place, #509 
Seattle. WA 98119 


Celia Barotz 
80 7th Avenue. No. 6 
San Francisco, CA 94119 
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Unreadable 
PO Box 333 
Patagonia, AZ 


Alan Farr 
650 West Bertana Street #6 
Seattle. WA 98119 


Katherine Newel! 
PO Box 8731 
Missoula. MT 59807 


Toni Frohoft, Ph.D 

Wildlite Biologist 

321 High School Road #374 
Bainbridge Island. WA 98110 


Ed Fox 
PO Box 29241 
San Francisco, CA 94129 


Douglas Scott 
24213 Roche Harbor Road 
Friday Harbor. WA 98250 


Tom Butler 
PO Box 455 
Richmond, VT 05477 

















Jack Humphrey 
1315 Coal Avenue SE 
Albuquerque. NM 87106 


M.J. Griff 
5E Eastway 
Greenbelt. MD 20770 


Roger Scholl 
4870 Hilton Court 
Reno. NV 89509 


Roy D. Goodman 
4614 Linden Avenue N 
Seattle. WA 98103 


David Sauer 
PO Box 131 
Crescent. OR 97733 


Pamela Pride Eaton 
1105 Ithaca Drive 
Boulder. CO 80303 


David Parsons 
13127 130th Lane NE 
Kirkland. WA 98034 


Doug Bevington 
1555 Pacific Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94109 


Paul Satler. CWC 
2655 Portage Bay E #5 
Davis. CA 95610 


Alan Carlton 
715 Santa Ray Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94610 


Jetf Kessler 
PO Box 397 
Laramie, WY 82073 


Eaton White 
29607 4th Avenue S 
Federal \Vay. WA 98003 


Kelsie Wilson 
PO Box 220 
Cave Jct.. OR 97523 


Jim Jontz 
Box 34 
Silver Lake. IN 46982 


Muggins Peters 
2114 Colby 
Everett, WA 


W.A. Redding. Jr. 
311 North Hancock No. 110 
Madison. WI 53703 


Lahsha Johnston 
PO Box 6379 
Boise. 1D 83707 


John Unreadable? 
PO Box N 
San Rafael. CA 94913 


Dave Wiilams 
15187 Highway 66 
Ashiand, OR 97520 


Susan H. McCabe 
23725 99th Avenue SW 
Washa. WA 98070 


Darrell Knuffke 
2070 City Road 138 
Interntn!. Falis. MN 


James M. Young 
1855 Boyer Avenue E 
Seattle. WA 98112 


Jennifer Clauahan 
6328 4th Avenue NE 
Seattle. WA 98115 


Ryan Henson 

CA Wilderness Coalition 
PO Box 2346 

Burney. CA 96013 


Victoria N. Hoover 
735 Geary Street No. 501 
San Francisco. CA 94109 


Barbara Spolter 
33 Valley Road 
Fairfax. CA 94930 


Donald Parks 
3127 181 Avenue NE 
Redmond, WA 98052 


Louise L. Wilcox 
97 Sue Creek Road 
Livingston. MT 59047 


Agnes Baker-Pilgrim 
369 Shan Creek Road 
Grants Pass. OR 97527 


B. Young 
423 East 49th 
Odessa, TX 79762 


174 


Unreadable? Boussard 
6755 East Eagle Crest 
Flagstaff, AZ 86004 


William Chandler 
4034 Old Hickory Road 
Annandale. VA 22003 


Marlyn Flanigan 
2650 Tybo Avenue 
Reno, NV 89512 


Eric Christensen 
2720 NW Johnson 
Corvallis. OR 97330 


Stephen Stoddard 
PO Box 1718 
Corvallis. OR 97339 


Mandel M. Medenbach 
2535 NW Taylor Avenue 
56649Corvallis. OR 47330 


Liz Howell 
PO Box 280 
Story. V.Y 82842 


Liz McCoy 
1872 South 1600 East 
Salt Lake City, UT 84105 


Mary Stenison 
312 NW 199th Street 
Shoreline. WA 98177 


Heather Anderson, PhD 
10721 N. Windham Bay Cir. 
Fresno.CA 93720 


Marty Marzinelli 
1079 West Torrey Pines 
Eagle. ID 83616 


Teresa Tucker 
2346 Garnett Street 
Arcatia. CA 95521 


Linda Serano 
PO Box 220 
Cave Jct. OR 97523 


Tim Stevens 
1102 West Reservoir 
Livingston. MT 59047 


Tim McCay 
212 Bth 
Trinidad, CA 95570 


“Te 














Tom Herschelman Albert Perez Fran Hunt 

W 3238 Woodland Road PO Box 1404 3842 Ogilvie Court 

7??? Falls, Wi 53085 Freeland, WA 98249 Lake Ridge, VA 22192 
Rita Morbia David Orr Laurie Macdonald 

412-1 Nicholas Street 30 N Raymond Avenue #514 103 Wildwood Lane 
Ottawa. Ontario Pasadena, CA 91103 St. Petersburg, FL 33705 
Canada KiN7B7 

Bruce Hamilton Sally Brooks Meadows John Hart 

1629 Curtis Street 1015 33rd Street NW #702 PO Box N 

Berkeley. CA 94702 Washington. DC 20007 San Rafael.CA 94913 
Henry Egghart Cindy Young Kristin Replogie 

7975 Rusty Road 10810 Falk Road NE 715 South Broadway 
Reno, NV 89511 Bainbridge Is.. WA 98110 Urbana, IL 61801 

Carl Zichella Comment written on letter Please don't allow this 

4105 Paunack Avenue special place to become hopelessly degraded. Our 
Madison, WI 53711 responsibility to future generations demands greater protection 
Susan E. Balikar Scott Rogers Lois Unreadable? 

1112 SW 326th Place 1402 Eva Street 6093 Carriage House Way 
Federal Way, WA 98023 Austin, TX 78704 Reno, NV 85209 
Charlies Raines Margo Earley Harry Roonberg 

9004 20th NE 8820 Dog River Road 11538 17th Avenue NE 
Seattle. WA 98115 Mount Hood. OR 97041 Seattle. WA 98125 
Unreadable Unreadable Shery! L. Andrist 

1025 Vermont Ave. NW 10810 Falk Road NE 809 North 39th Street 


No. 300 
Atlanta. GA 30309 


Bainbridge Island. WA 98110 


Seattle. WA 98103 


Kurt Wehbring Comment written on letter =| have spent many 

3333 NE 18 summers in the Teton and the Wind River Range. so | am 
Portland, OR 97212 concerned about preserving natural resources in Wyoming 
Steve Marsden 

PO Box 1846 

Cave Jct., OR 

Response to the Above Letters 


Thank you for your comments. The Lance Creek area has indeed produced important fossils, and 
continues to do so. But the first horned dinosaurs were collected in Montana in the 1850s. Nearly 
all the known vertebrate collections have been made from private. not public. lands. There is no 
indication that “fossil theft” is occurring on public lands in the Lance Creek area. BLM policy now 
includes procedures for evaluating and protecting fossils wherever they occur on public lands and is 
not limited to special management areas. The limited acreage. access difficulties. and absence of 
known vertebrate fossil localities make the public lands in the Lance Creek area unsuitable as an 
ACEC 


Form “Green Cards” Received in the Mail 


Dear Mr. Johnson. 


| want to express my deep concern of the Bureau of Land Management's decision not recommend 
the Lance Creek fossil beds for Area of Critical Environmental Concern designation. This area is well 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


deserving of this designation and needs special management protection. The BLM needs to 
reconsider its decision regarding Lance Creek 





Jack Goldstein 
11150 S. Hoback Jct. Rd 
Jackson.WY 83001 


Jean T. Miller 
General Delivery 
Dayton. WY 82836 


Jamet Maxwell 
PO Box 7374 
Shendan,. WY 82801 


Burgess 
1407 Emerson 
Sheridan. WY 82801 


Dr. Hal Wedel 
802 South 12th Street 
Lararme. WY 82070-4630 


Phyllis Dugan 
408 Dana. PO Box 1017 
Thayne. WY 93127 


Edith L. Howard 
2622 Central Avenue 
Cheyenne, WY 


Julene Bain 
505 South Cedar 
Lararme. WY 82072 


Peter Rider 
PO Box 225 
Jackson. WY 83001 


Red Velvet Swing 

Old Time Photos 

Robert K. Harger 

36 F ast Broadway 

PO Box 2826 

Jackson Hole. WY 83001 


Jazmyn McDonald 
PO Box 1808 
Lander, WY 82520 


Elise M. Prayzich 
PO Box 2852 
Jackson, WY 83001 


Comment written on card This area needs to be protected from 
fossil theft and potential for coal. oil. gas, and gravel development. 
Why is it the only National Natural Landmark on BLM in the Rocky 
Mountain region that is not an ACEC? 


Comment written on card) Lance Creek is a resource of worid 
renown, and a National Natural Landmark: The latter needs to be 
upgraded for more protection 


Comment written on card) Dear Sir, Lance Creek must desig- 
nated an area of Critical Environmental Concern. The fossils 
must be protected at all costs. To not do so would be foolish 


Comment written on card Please help protect this area 


Comment written on card Please tell me sir. how are (as ares 
ponsibie gov't. official) going to replace these fossil bed as they 
could gradually be destroyed unless protection is given? Thanks. 


Comment written on card Please protect the special quality of 
Wy. | Delieve that industry and ecology can work side by side - 
if the protective rules are in place 


Comment written on card. | fee! that if is important to protect 
the fossil reserves and feel also that the concerns about this 


area on the part of many people is reasonable Your influence 
willbe appreciated 


Comment written on card Please do revise your map to 
include these important public lands. They are a national 
treasure 


Comment written on card These lards must be saved 
from distraction 


Comment written on card in view of the shrinking habitat 
this area and its scientific importance deserves protection. 


Comment written on card As a weekend geologizer. | 
am eager to see us to [sic] all we can to preserve this 
areas special specimens 


Comment written on card | wonder about your reason 
for withholding designation. Is there a compelling reason 
for this? Thank you. 
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CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 


Betty Young Comment written on card | agree with this genenc 
3437 Madison Drive Statement. 

Rock Springs. WY 82901-4818 

Enca Burns Leo Evertt Benson Carolyn S. Dejarikes 
PO Box 12713 PO Box 125 475 NW Ridge Road 
Jackson, WY 83002 Bondurant, WY 82922 Jackson, WY 83001 
Richard & Debra Ludwick Shelly and John Ellis 

111 Navajo Circle PO Box 742 


Evanston. WY 82930 


Encampment. WY 82325 


Response to ‘Green Cards” Received in the Mail 


Thank you for your comments. The Lance Creek area has produced important fossils and 
continues to do so. BLM policy includes procedures for evaluating and protecting fossils wherever 


they occur on public lands and is not limited to just special management areas. The limited acreage. 
access difficulties. and absence of known vertebrate fossi! localities make the public lands in the 


Lance Creek area unsuitable as an ACEC 


Responses to Conversations and 
Comment Letters 


Introduction 


All the comment letters we received have been repro 
duced here in alphabetical order. Each letter is num- 
bered. and comments within each letter are marked with 
lower-case letters. Corresponding BLM responses are 
adjacent to each letter. All original letters are on file at 
the Newcastle Field Office 


Response to Cartwright Conversation 


a) Based on guidance from the Wyoming State office. 
and for the reasons given in this document. we feel 


a Class |! designation is most appropriate for public 
lands in the area 


Response to Christinson Conversation 


All land exchange proposals are evaluated when 
submitted. The number of actions that can be processed 
is limited by the budget funds allocated to the lands 
program. Because it is frequently inefficient to conduct 
small individual land exchanges. procedures for con- 
ducting assembled land exchanges have been devel. 
oped. An assembied land exchange is an exchange 
where several different federal and/or nontederal par. 
cels are combined together and exchanged in one or 
more transactions over time. Please see appendix B for 
more information on assembled land exchanges. 


Response to Heumier Conversation 


a) BLM pciicy allows for the noncommercial collection 
of invertebrates and plants in reasonabrm: amounts 
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Petrified wood may also be collected in limited 
amounts. No permit or other notification of BLM is 
required. but none of these materials may be traded 
or sold. Vertebrate fossil collection is managed 
through permits that are issued only to qualified 
paleontologists. Fossils collected under these per. 
mits remain the property of the federal government 
and cannot be traded or sold. They must be kept in 
a Museum or other institution for study. teaching. or 
display. BLM welcomes the participation of all par 
tes interesied in developing ideas for a special 
management area in the Lance Creek area 


Response to Crock County Land Use Planning 
and Zoning Commission 


a) Placing a “no surface occupancy’ stipulation on oil 
and gas leases within 3 miles of Devils Tower Na- 
tional Monument would be a defacto withdrawal trom 
oil and gas development. Because drilling depths to 
potential oi and gas producing horizons are only 
about 700 to 1.500 feet within 3 miles of the monu- 
ment. directional drilling would be impractical in most 
cases. |! directional drilling were practical. oi and 
gas impacts wouid be shifted trom federal leases to 
state and private leases. The potential foro" and gas 
development within 3 miles of Devils Tower 's low. 
theretore. it is unlikely that ary wells will be crilied in 
the foreseeable future 


b) Based on guidance trom the Wyoming State office. 
and for the reasons given in this document, we fee! 


a Class || designation is most appropriate for public 
lands in the area. 
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Response to Letter 1 
Thank you for your comments 


a) BLM welcomes the opportunity to work with anyone 
interested in identifying and establishing a special 
management area and/or interpretive materials 


Response to Letter 2 
Thank you for your comments 


a) Based on guidance trom the Wyoming State office. 
and for the reasons given in this document. we feel 
a Class |i designation is most appropriate for public 
lands in the area 


Response to Letter 3 
Thank you tor your comments 


a) We do not have data to support the observation that 
plants are not as deep-rooted in praine dog towns nor 
that praine dog towns contribute to unstable soils 


b) The issue of disease threal to humans is to be 
determined by the Wyoming Department of Public 
Health andor the Center for Disease Control. as 
described in the document 


Response to Letter 4 
Thank you for your comments 


a) We have no evidence of ‘continued looting and 
desecration currently going on. A single locality is 
known to have been collected illegally in the 1980s 
(U.S. vs. Black Hills institute, 1995) 


Response to Letter 5 
Thank you for your comments 


a) Based on your comments. the data sources used in 
developing the tables you refer to on pages 98 and 
99 of the draft document have been reexainined and 
revised accordingly 


In addition to checking the validity of the data sources 
used in the draft EIS. the state statistician and the 
Niobrara County Assessor were contacted to gather 
what information they have regarding agriculture and 
th< a and gas industry within the planning area. The 
Wyoming Oil and Gas Conservation Commission 
was also contacted to find out what other sources 
might be applicable in determining the importance of 
oil and gas production to this area. Based on the 
findings of this effort. this final EIS was adjusted 


accordingly 
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Response to Letter 6 
Thank you for your comments. 


a) All land exchange proposals are evaluated when 
submitted. The number of actions that can be 
processed is muted by the budget funds allocated to 
the lands program. Because it is frequently ineffi- 
crent to conduct small individual land exchanges. 
procedures for conducting assembied (consolidated) 
land exchanges has been Geveloped. An assembled 
land exchange is a1 exchange where several differ- 
ent federal and/or nontederal parcels are combined 
and exchanged in one of more transactions over 
time 


b) The idea of a smal! special management area is one 
that could be explored by interested parties and the 
BLM. We weicome the opportunity to work on this. 


c) Based on your comments. the data sources used 
developing the tables you refer to on pages 98 and 
99 of the draft document have been reexamined and 
revised accordingly 


In addition to Checking the validity of the data sources 
used in the draft EIS. the state statistician and the 
Niobrara County Assessor were contacted to gather 
what information they have regarding agriculture and 
the oil and gas industry within the planning area. The 
Wyoming Oi and Gas Conservation Commission 
was also contacted to find out what other sources 
might be applicable in determining the importance of 
oil and gas production to this area. Based on the 
findings of this effort. this final EIS was adjusted 


accordingly 


d) The areas referred to should be listed as potential 
threatened or endangered species habitat. These 
areas contain habitat characteristics required by 
species that are known to exist regionally or have 
historically existed in the area. Characteristics may 
include soil types. vegetation. occurrence of prey 
species in sufficient densities. among others 


Response to Letter 7 
Thank you for your comments 


a) The areas reterred to should be listed as potential 
threatened or endangered species habitat. These 
areas contain habitat characteristics required by 
species that are known to exist regionally or have 
historically existed in the area. Characteristics may 
include soil types. vegetation, vccurrence of prey 
species in sufficient densities. arnong others 


b) The BLM did not specifically address weed contro! in 
the RMP: however. it is a fundamental part of healthy 
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rangeland evaluations. Standard 4 mentions nox- 
ious weeds specifically as an indicator of whether or 
not the rangeland is capabie of supporting a viable 
population of native species. Weeds are addressed 
as part of our monitoring program as well as the 


Lessees of public lands are encouraged to notify ths 
office of the occurrence of weeds on public lands. In 
terms of the agency's ability to control its weeds. that 
is a function of personnel and funding. At this pot in 
time, it is unlikely that additional personnel will be 
added to address the weeds problem. There is no 
Charge to the lessee for weed contro! measures 
carned out on public lands. Agreements with counties 
have been arranged in the past in an effort to handle 
some of the problem. The county actively takes over 
spraying federal land. for which the BLM pays. The 
county may also supply chemicals to the rancher. and 
the BLM will reimburse the county for the cost of the 
chemicals. The BLM would require that the county 
supply spray records and uses only those chemicals 
approved for use on federal lands. Any agreement 
with the county must be renewed yearly and is subject 
to available funds. The BLM has been active in 
releasing and maintaining biological controls. Bio. 
logcal controls have vot been found for every noxious 
weed. nor are they very effective everywhere. but we 
are trying 


Another issue is that BLM is actually a very small 
landhoider in much of Crook. Weston. and Niobrara 
counties. This broken land pattern makes it difficult to 
manage most of the problems we encounter. and 
weeds are no exception. Given the fact that many 
species of weeds seem to readily establish along 
waterways and then spread into the uplands. weeds 
tend to originate along private land and spread from 
there. 


Response to Letter 8 
Thank you for your comments. 


a) The resources mentioned are protected by lease 
notice #1, which applies to all parcels, except FS 
parcels, offered for lease in the Newcastle area 
Specific conditions and restrictions are attached to 
approved APDs All the resources shown on Map H- 
1 are covered by lease notice #1. 


b) The wildiife-related areas indicated do not require a 
‘no surface occupancy designation for adequate 
protection. itis the position of this office that existing 
stipulations as outlined in the document provide 
adequate protection. 
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C) The area referred to currently has limited motorized 
vehicle access. We do not feel additional restrictions 
on the limited access to this area would improve the 
Quality of the hunting experience available to the 
general public. 

0) We agree with the need for additional boundary 
marking. However. the area is currently available for 
foot travel. and we do not feel that demand at this 
tme warrants Constructing or establishing trails in 
this area. 

e) Our current standard refers to existing roads and 
trails. This is interpreted to mean existing at the time 
the record of decision for this document is signed. 


f) We have no documentation to support the comment 
that old growth is preferred by the public for recre- 
ational use. 


g) Please reter to chanter 4. table 4-1. under Geology, 
the “Oil and Gas’ section. 


Response to Letter 9 
Thank you for your comments. 


a) As mandated in FLPMA. lands in the Newcastle area 
are managed for multiple use. which includes the 
species you mention. as well as others. in the case 
of special status species, habitat is managed accord. 
ing to provisions of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973 and BLM manuals, among others. 


All lands in the Newcastle area have been evaluated 
for wilderness status. and no lands were found to 
meet the criteria 


Cc) As discussed in appendix C. lands along t'e water- 
ways yOu list were evaluated for thei potential to be 
considered for inclusion in the wild and scenic rivers 
system. Some BLM-administered public land par- 
cels along eight waterways in the review area were 
found to meet the wild and scenic rivers eligibility 
criteria. However. these BLM-admunistered public 
lands were not found to meet the wild and scenic 
rivers Suitability factors and were dropped from fur- 
ther consideration 


Response to Letter 10 
Thank you for your comments 


a) Based on guidance from the Wyoming State office. 
and for the reasons given in this Cocument, we feel 
a Class |i designation is most approp:.ate for public 
lands in the area. 


b) 
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Response to Letter 11 
Thank you for your comments. 


a) Based on guidance from the Wyomung State office. 
and for the reasons grven in this document. we fee! 
a Class |! designation is most appropriate for public 
lands im the area. 


Response to Letter 12 


Thank you for your comments. (Note: The er closure 
reterred to in ths letter is on file at the Newcastle Field 
Office .} 


a) inttws final EIS. we have made that change in chapter 
1, under “Issue D: Control of Prairie Dogs on BLM- 


b) Since there was a concern and an issue regarding 
contro! of prairie dogs. we are required to address it 
in our iand use planning effort. We agree that a 
request for praine Gog control would require prepa- 
ration of a separate NEPA analysis which calls for 
coordination with the grazing lessee and other inier- 
ested parties. in addition to your agency, before any 
contro! could actually occur. 


c) if wild animal attacks to humans were to occur on 
BLM-admunistered public lands. these attacks would 
be reported to the Wyoming Game and Fish Depart- 
ment 


d) Praine dog towns are considered wildife habitat. 
Predator control activity may not have any effect on 
wildife habitat. However. prairie dog contro! could 
be habitat manipulation/modification for certain ani- 
mais that rely on them for food (for example, olack- 
footed ferreis, eagles. and hawks) Therefore. this 
diSCuSsiON is appropriate. We intend to follow exist- 
ing laws and procedures in addressing the need for 
prairie dog control. One of the criteria for approving 
a prairie dog contro! action is that unacceptable 
resource damage is occurring. These actions would 
be considered on a case-by-case basis. 


We agree with your comment that the second lengthy 
paragraph is inappropriate in the “Wildlife Habitat 
Management’ section. and predator control is prob- 
ably not habitat nanagement per se The need for 
animal damage control is typically identified by the 
livestock operator. Therefore, if discussed, this mat- 
ter would be better discussed in the “Livestock Graz- 
ing Management” section. Existing national, state. 
and local memoranda of understanding and animal 
damage contro! plans addriess the process and 

apply ’ 





Response to Letter 13 
Thank you for your comments. 
a) We agree and have deleted “Wasatch and.” 


b) The Act of March 3, 1891 (better known as the 1891 
Mining Law) defines placer claims as “including all 
forms of deposits excepting veins of quartz, or other 
rock in place.” in other words. every deposit. not 
located with a lode claim, should be appropriated by 
a placer location (Maley 1996). 

Cc) This is a “generic” document, it is not a site-specific 
geologic report 

d) The first sentence under “Bentonite” reads, “in the 
ern Biack Hills, or Colony Mining District, and the 

e) These changes have been made. 


f) You can find this acronym in the “Abbreviations” list 
at the front of the revised draft document as well as 
this document. 


g) The BLM does not promote development of any 
minerals. 


h) We have made a reference here to Map 3-5 in this 
document. 

i) This is a “generic” document; it is not a site-specific 
geologic report. 

j) These changes have been made. 

k) This is a “generic” document, it is not a site-specific 
geologic report 

1) This is a “generic” document: it is rot a site-specific 
geologic report. 

m) This is a ‘generic’ document; it is not a site-specific 
geologic report. 

n) These changes have been made. 

0) This is a “generic” document: it is not a site-specific 
geologic report. These concerns would be addressed 
at the time of permitting, as stated under that section. 


p) This is a ‘genoric” document, it is not a site-specific 
geologic report 

q) This is a “generic” document; it is not a site-specific 
geologic report 

t) Data are mean values for the period of record through 


1993 trom USGS Quality of Water’ West 1 Surface 
1993 (Earthinto, inc. 1993) 
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S) We agree the oi and gas plays summarized in Table 


t) 


1-1 should be updated. and maps would be more 
informative than information im tabular form. As a 
practical matter the plays were tabulated. and. al- 
though deta: 1s lost. Table |-1 provides a summary of 
estimated future of and gas reserves. The 1996 
update by the USGS revised downward the unds- 
covered ol reserves for the plays listed in Tabie |-1 
by 61%. The number of undiscovered oi and gas 
heids was revised Gownward by 35% 


The white unshaded area represents deposits that 
are not Tertiary in age. 


Response to Letter 14 


Thank you for your comments 


a) Our analysis of potential mineral developinent on 


public lands involved does not indicate that the 
viewshed is in immunent danger of modifications 
through development of federal minerals. We do not 
have the authority to regulate subdivision of private 
ranches. 


b) Placing a “no surface occupancy” stipulation on o7! 


and gas ‘eases within 3 miles of Devils Tower Na- 
tonal Monument would be a defacto withdrawal from 
oil and gas dev< ‘opment. Because drilling depths to 
potential oll ar 1 gas producing horizons are only 
about 700 to 1.500 feet within 3 miles of the monu- 
ment. directional drilling would be impractical in most 
cases. if directional drilling were practical, oi and 
gas impacts would be shifted trom federal leases to 
State and private leases. The potential for oil and gas 
development within 3 miles of Devils Tower is low: 
theretore. it is unlikely that any wells will be drilled in 
the foreseeable future. 


C) Based on guidance trom the Wyormwng State office. 


and for the reasons given in this document. we fee! 


a Class |i designation is most appropriate for oublic 
lands in the area. 


0d) Please fee response “b’ above. 
Response to Letter 15 


Thank you for your comments. 


a) Many of the alternative management option state- 


ments that are presented as “Same as Pre‘erred’ are 
statements of standard operating procedure derived 
from existing law, regulation, or BLM policy. A re- 
source management pian must be consistent with 
law, reguiation, and policy: so, in a sense. it is not 
necessary for the EIS to reiterate those types of 
Statements. However, we have found through expe- 
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nence that ¢ some of these are not retterated in the 
EIS. many people will assume that these require- 
ments wili be violated and will ask for reassurances 
that they will not be. 


One example. is the Preterred Alternative paragraph 
for ai Quality on page 120 of the draft EIS. indicating 
aw Quality standards. Making this statement is an 
appropriate form of repeating the obvious require- 
ment for public disclosure. 


There are also Common sense management options 
that reflect the way existing policy should be carned 
out. For example. the planning team thought i was 
important to tell the public that “No land exchange 
may be completed without a determination that the 
public interest will be served according to 43 CFR 
2200 06(b)" (page 179 of the draft EIS). Because this 
'S a COMMON sense approach and a regulatory re- 
Quirement. i was Not reasonable to suggest breach- 
ing the regulations in some of the alternatrves: there- 
fore. we repeated “Same as Preferred.” 


The draft EIS also identifies the “Alternatives and 
Management Options Considered But Eliminated 
From Detailed Analysis (pages 15 and 16) We point 
Out that these things also contribute to the range of 
alternatives “considered. as required by NEPA. 


The representative landownership pattern in the New- 
Castle resource management plan planning area i's 
about 85% private and state. and 15% scattered 
BLM- administered public land parcels. Management 
of these scattered and isolated public land parcels is 
Gifficult because of their small size and inaccessibil- 
ity. Because of these factors. the range of BLM- 
initiative management options and alternatives for 
the public lands in the planning area are extremely 
imited. We believe that attempting to describe op- 
tions that are unrealistic or impossible to implement 
would only serve as straw-man scenarios and are 
“unreasonable” to address or analyze in detail We 
beheve the alternatives presented in the Draft EIS are 
a fair interpretation and comparison of an adequate 
range of reasonable alternatives for the BLM. admin- 
istered public lands in the Newcastle planning area. 


In making revisions to the draft EIS. we have looked 
for reasonable opportunities to increase the range of 
management options and have taken advantage of 
these when possible and appropriate. We believe the 
NEPA requirement for considering an adequate and 
reasonable range of alternatives has been satisfied. 


b) The synergistic effect of the combined deposition of 


nitrate and sulfate could be represented by the acid 
neutralizing Capacity (ANC) of sensitive lakes in the 
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Cloud Peak Wilderness Area The Forest Service 
samples ANC and other parameters im Florence and 
Emeraid Lakes as part of thew long-term sampling 
program and recommends a 10% change in ANC as 
the level of acceptable change (LAC) 

The closest class | areas are the Wind Cave National 


Park and Badlands National Park in South Dakota. 
and the Northern Cheyenne indian Reservation in 


parks are about 50 and : 00 miles east. respectively. 
of the Newcastle plan-wng area. and the Northern 
Cheyenne indian Reservation is about 100 miles 
northwest of the area. 


Tne BLM does not have a complete emission inven- 
tory available for the Newcastle planning area. but we 
Can estimate emission facto’s from various BLM- 
Managed activites as maicated in the following table 


Montana. The Wind Cave and Badiand Nation “ 
























































Activity/Pollutant Emission Factor 
value units 
Coal Leasing’ PM-10 (particulate mat- | 30-100 | ib/year/acre disturbed 
te: with diameter less 1-3 Ib/VMT (vehicle miles 
than 10 microns (micro- traveled) 
meters) 15-15 lo/blast 
001 - .01 | ib/on coal mined 
TSP (total suspended 100 - 300 | tb’/year/acre disturbed 
particles) 
Oil & Gas Leasing’ | SO2 (sulphur dioxide) | <0.1 ton/year/well 
<0.1 ton/year/12K HP 
(12.000 horsepower) 
TSP <0.1 ton year/well 
<0.1 ton/year/12K HP 
NOx (oxides of nitrogen) | .006 - 3 ton/year/well 
232 ton/year/12K HP 
PM-10 <0.1 ton/year/well 
VOC (volatile organic 20 - 25 ton/year/well 
compounds) 12 ton/year/12K HP 
CO (carbon monoxide) | .02- 1.1 ton year well 
HAPs (hazardous air 18-15 ton/year/well 
pollutants) 
Prescribed Burning’ | PM-10 0052 ton/acre burned 
TSP .0065 tornvacre burned 
‘Values taken from USD!, BLM 1992a. 
‘Values taken from USDI, BLM 1907. 
Values taken from Big Piney/La Barge CAP 
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Aliso. table 3-1 m chapter 3 shows thal background 
concentratbons are well wittwn natonal and Wyormng 
standards. Background concentration of TSP is 42% 
of the standard. meaning that TSP concentration 
would have to more than Goubie to exceed the stan- 
Gard. 


Cc) Figure 3-1 in chapter 3 has been redrafied to show 
annual Geposition of sulfate and nitrate. showing that 
Geposition for all years 1s well below the LAC set by 
the US Forest Service. 


dG) The Black Hills area is close to the Newcastle plan. 
ning area. but it s not classified as class | 


e) By order of the authorized officer. old ol! and gas well 
sites are reclaimed to BLM or lancowner specifica- 
tions before the bond is released. 


f) The Newcastle area is a mature oi anv gas produc- 
ing area. Although development has occur’ed and 
will continue fo occur. as shown in tiie ‘ollowing 
graph. the number of producing wells and o1l produc- 
tion has been declining for several years. This de- 
Cline is expected to generally continue over the 
analysis period for the document. To set an upper 
limit for either wells or oi production before signifi- 
cant environmental degradation occurs is probably 
not necessary since it is unlikely that either will attain 
the levels of 1986 through 1990. 


g) All activities initiated by the hy the BLM are required 
to comply with the state and federal regulations. 
Specific measures to ensure compliance are devel- 
oped at the project planning level. 


h) it 1s true that some types of development have the 
potential to impact local groundwater quality. Again. 
measures to ensure Compliance with federal and 
State regulations and to mitigate any of these poten- 
tial impacts are developed during specific project 


i) BLM's standard practice is to cooperate with local, 
State. and federal agencies entities in managing and 
protecting natural resources (including water qual- 
ity). It ts outside of our staffing and budget capabil- 
tes to assist in all outside program activities. espe- 
cially where BLM management activities are not 
specifically involved. All BLM-initiated activities are 
required to comply with state and federal requiations 
Specific measures to ensure compliance (including 
the Clean Water Act and Wyoming's nonpoint source 
prog’ am) are developed at the project planning level 
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(yy We tee! ths document provides adequate miorma- 
ton for the decisions to be made al the provect 


planrwng level 
k) Critical habtat has not been sdenthed in the New- 


Castle planning area Migaton of potential mpacts 
to wiidite will be analyzed m ste-specific enwron- 


a) The data for the planning area has not sianiicantly 
Changed. Where applicable. newer data has been 
used (for exampie. ol and gas and socioeconomucs) 


b) These standards and guidelines are compatible with 
BLM's three-tiered land use planning process The 
first ter includes laws. regulations. and polices gov. 
erning BLM's admunistration and management of the 
public lands and thew uses. The previously men- 
tioned fundamentais of rangeland neaitn specited in 
43 CFR 4180.1. the requirement for BLM to develop 
these state (or regional) standards and guidelines. 
and the standards and guidelines themselves. are 
par: of the first tier. Since standards and guidelines 
are policy, all land use decision alternatives ex- 
pressed in the draft E'S for the Proposed RMP must 
be in conformance wil or meet the standards. 
Implementation of grazing management must take 
into full consideration the guidelines. and this occurs 
in the third ter or activity planning stage The activity 
planning phase uses the ‘I! and “WM categorization in 
setting priorities for standard conformance determ- 
nations and implementation of on-the-ground graz- 
ing Management in accordance with the guidelines 


c) The Newcastle RMP is a complete revision of the 
current management framework plan it 1s not an 
amendment. theretore. policy requires the revised 
document be in conformance with the standards and 

d) The guidelines you reter to will be addressed during 
“activity planning.” It is at ths stage of the planning 
process that a grazing management strategy 's de- 
Signed in accordance with the guidelines in making 
significant progress toward standard conformance 
Or maintaining conformance Applying the gu.delines 
for grazing management are intended to provide 
good science for many resource values including 
vertical structure of grasses for ground-nesting birds. 
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Response to Letter 17 Any person who violates 43 CFR regulations “shall be 

fined no more than $1,000 or imprisoned no more 

Thank you for your comments. than twelve months, or both.” [FLPMA, 43 USC 

a) All land exchange proposals are evaluated when 1733(a)]. Generally, persons violating the above 

submitted. The number of actions that can be pro- regulations are issued a violation notice, with the 
cessed is limited by the budget funds allocated to the collateral bond amount ranging from $50 to $100. 

lands program. Because itis frequently inefficient to Also, BLM’s Instruction Memorandum WY-84-256, 

conduct smail individual land exchanges, proce- : ' ; 
: toe bled land exchanges “Off-Road Vehicle (ORV) Designation, Signing Stan- 
Conducting dards, and Guidelines” (USD!I, BLM 1984) contains 


vave been developed. An assen w led land exchange current guidance. It does not require written permit or 
is an exchange where several different federal and/ al for tasks. it does define neces- 
or nonfederal parcels are combined together and _e pepe. 


. Sary tasks as “work requiring the use of a motor 
exchanged in one or more transactions over time. : % # | . 
Please see appendix B for more information on vehicle. Examples include picking up big game kills, 


repairing range improvements, managing livestock, 

assembled land exchanges. mineral activities where surtace disturbance does not 
total more than 5 acres as described in tne ‘5-acre 

Response to Letter 18 exemption’ under the 43 CFR 3809 regulations, etc.” 
Thank you for your comments. This memorandum further states that the necessary 
tasks will be allowed “only if such travel does not 
result in resource damage. Resource damage, as 
defined in that same memorandum, is “leaving long 
term signs of vehicle use (ruts) or causing erosion or 


fecisions in the plan, updating the Class | aan ores ao mo degradation of other 
was not necessary for completion of the RMP. After ae 

the RMP becomes final, the BLM is required to c) Thank you for this information: we have updated this 
prepare a cultural resources management plan for document accordingly. 

the Newcastle Field Office. An updated Iiterature d) Each time an application is submitted, the most 


—_ wil be the first steps in Cevetop- current data is analyzed before the application is 


a) As your letter notes. there are no significant changes 
in the cultural resources sections of the revised draft 
RMP. Because the additional! cultural resource data 
collected over the past 10 years did not affect any 


processed. 
Response to Letter 19 e) Because of the fragmented nature of forestlands in 
Thank you for your comments. the Newcastle area. BLM determined that a manage- 


ment goal of 5% was the most appropriate. 
a) The map you refer to is in the process of being 
updated. This area is also referenced on tables 1-1 Response to Letter 21 


and 3-7. Thank you for your comments. 
Response to Letter 20 a) Where practical, some of the data you referenced 
has been updated for this final EIS document. 
Thank you for your comments. Whether or not the most current, the data used still 
a) BLM does not consider recreational shooting of prai- falls within the 15 year analysis period of the EIS, is 
rie dogs as a control measure. It may be considered adequate for purposes of the analysis, and does not 
as part of a control project if the conditions for control result in any basis for changing any of the proposed 
are determined to be present and control is appropri- RMP decisions. Be assured that activity planning 
ate. and implementation actions that occur in the future, 
b) Penalties for disregarding vehicle travel restrictions will utilize the most current data available. 
can be found at: b) The bentonite industry is always looking for new 


ways to use bentonite. Demands and needs go up 
and down in cycles. The demand for bentonite this 
year may not be the demand 10 years from now. It 
was not our goal in this document to state what 
industry is using bentonite for but to give an overview 


43 CFR 8341 .1(b) “Vehicle Operation Off Designated 
Areas and Trails” 43 CFR 8341.1(c) “Vehicle Opera- 
tion in Closed Area” 43 CFR 8341.1(f)(4) “Vehicle 
Operation Causing Environmental Damage” 43 CFR 
8364.1(d) “Violating a Closure or Restriction Order” 
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of some of the uses of bentonite. The bentonite 
industry is at a high right now, but it may go down in 
the future. 


c) Almost all of the area in the Bear Lodge Mountains of 
the Black Hills is managed by the Forest Service 
BLM does not address Forest Service lands where 
they manage the minerals. 


G) Please see the updated “Socioeconomics’ section 


e) The stratigraphic nomenciature chart used was also 
in a document printed in 1993 entitled Geology of 
Wyoming. \t did state that some significant changes 
in Stratigraphic nomenciature as depicted on this 
classic chart are presented on the 1993 stratigraphic 
chart showing Phanerozoic nomenciature for the 
State of Wyoming. This is a classic chart and was 
used for general purposes. 


f) The term structure contour on ihe base of the Fall 
River formations was taken from the Tectonic Map of 
the Black Hills Uplift, Montana, Wyoming, and South 
Dakota. Compiled by Alvis L. Lisenbee. 1985. Map 
Series 13. Laramie, WY: Geological Survey 


Response to Letter 22 
Thank you for your comments. 


a) We welcome the opportunity to work with interesied 
parties to identify and establish a small special 
management area 


Response to Letter 23 
Thank you for your comments. 


a) Aright-of-way grant will include any stipulations that 
the authorized officer determines are necessary to 
mitigate environmental impacts identified inthe NEPA 
process (conducting and documenting an environ. 
mental analysis). There is no BLM management 
objective to require the underground location of 
electrical utility facilities. 


b) Right-of-way applications for oil and gas utility and 
pipeline facilities are subject to the same NEPA 
processes identified above. Under the Proposed 
RMP. there should not be any undue restrictions on 
pipeline and utility facilities necessary for the explo. 
ration and production of oil and natural gas. 
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c) When public lands are conveyed, the patents are 
issued Subject to all valid existing rights, including 
rights-of-way. It is BLM policy to encourage a right- 
ot-way holder and the potential new landowner to 
reach an independent agreement accommodating 
the autnorized use before the patent is issued. When 
lands are acquired. reserved interests of the 
nontederal landowner are subject to agreed-on cov- 
enants or Conditions included in the conveyance 
documents. 


d) The impacts of proposed new construction on exist- 
ing facilities and pipelines are evaluated during the 
right-of-way application process (including the NEPA 
process). New right-of-way grants are issued sub- 
ject to all valid existing rights. including rights-of-way. 


e) Please see new appendix N. This is also addressed 
in specific burn plans 


t) The location and maintenance of nghts-of-way in 
tumbered areas is addressed during the right-of-way 
application process (including the NEPA process) 


G) This is routine maintenance that BLM requires as 
part of the application process. 


Responses to Public Hearing 
Concerns 


Cook County (Sundance) 


No responses necessary 


Niobrara County (Lance Creek Elementary 
School) 


Page 16, lines 20-25; page 17, lines 1-2) The areas 
referred to should be listed as potential threatened o1 
endangered species habitat. These areas contain habi 
tat characteristics required by species that are known to 
exist regionally or have historically existed in the area 
Characteristics may include soil types. vegetation, oc- 
currence of prey species in sufficient densities. among 
others 


Page 18. lines 19-25; page 19, lines 1-21. The follow- 
ing table is reproduced from the original referred to by 
Mr. Dan Hanson and given to Mr. Gary Johnson. 
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NIOBRARA COUNTY 
___Total Gross Income in Millions _ 
Year Agriculture Oil and Gas Industry 
1993 26.5 NA 
1994 23.8 12. 
2 
1995 23.0 10.5 
1996 21.8 11.8 
1997 NA 14.0 





SOURCE Wyomino Ag Stalstics 
State Statistician - Richard Coulter 
1.800.892.1660 


Niobrara County Assessor - Elaine Griffith 


307 334-3201 


Weston County (Security First Bank, Newcastle) 


Page 6, lines 17-24: If a search is determined to be 
necessary, it must be performed either by an authorized 
Bureau employee or an authorized contractor. Lists of 
approved contractors would be available from the BLM 
or the FWS. 


Page 7, lines 24-25; page 8, lines 1-14. The Pro. 
posed RMP decision for restoration (rehabilitation) of 
burned areas does not preclide seeding or planting as 
part of restoration. Long-term loss of production of a site 
would be included in the definition of “resource dam- 
age. Our experience has been that burned areas 
recover quite well naturally in most situations. In areas 
of low annual precipitation, or during periods of drought 
conditions, reseeding efforts must be timed very care- 
filly to ensure adequate ground moisture for germina- 
tion and growth to be successful. Otherwise, the effort 
and expense are wasted 


Nothing in this Proposed RMP prevents an affected 
landowner or lessee from raising his/her concerns after 
a fire to the resource advisor or field office manager. 
These concerns would be taken into account when BLM 
is evaluating burned areas for rehabilitation or restora. 
tion needs 


in this regard. it is imperative that BLM be informed 
about fires that occur on BLM- administered public lands 
Too often fires are suppressed by cooperators and not 
reported to BLM in a timely manner, or often times, not 
at all, delaying or preventing any chances at evaluation 
or restoration efforts. 
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Page 17, lines 10-17. The areas referred to should 
be listed as potential threatened or endangered species 
habitat. These areas contain habitat characteristics 
required by species that are known to exist regionally or 
have historically existed in the area. Characteristics 
may include soil types. vegetation. occurrence of prey 
species in sufficient densities. among others 


Page 18, lines 12-25; page 19, lines 1-25; page 20, 
lines 1-22. The areas referred to should be listed as 
potential |hreatened or endangered species habitat. 
These areas contain habitat characteristics required by 
species that are known to exist regionally or have 
historically existed in the area. Characteristics may 
include soil types. vegetation. occurrence of prey spe- 
cies in sufficient densities. among others 


Page 24, lines 2-11. The BLM is mandated by law to 
protect and preserve significant sites on federal surface 
or affected by federally funded or permitted actions. The 
Newcastle Field Office agrees that the Whoopup Can- 
yon site is very fragile and that protection of this site is 
extremely important. The interim management plan for 
the site is based on the draft RMP and emphasizes 
protection of the site. These protection measures will be 
carried into the final site management plan. For the 
Whoopup Canyon site and other sites that are highly 
significant, the BLM will devise plans which will empha- 
size site protection and conservation. Such sites will not 
be exploited for other purposes in ways that would 
damage the resource. If information from these sites is 
used for public education. the education effort will be 
designed to avoid adverse impacts to the sites. 














Telephone Conversation 
Friday, April 24, 1998 
Gary Johnson, BLM, and Chess Cartwright, Superintendent for the Devils Tower 


National Monument, National Park Service. 


He called and discussed his concerns about the fact that in the original RMP/EIS, we 
classified the BLM lands around the monument as VRM Class | and later we have 
now changed it to VRM Ciass Ii 


He said he would send formal comments about his views on the importance of 
classifying these lands as VRM Class |. He also wanted to discuss his views, which 
he did 


| told him | would get back with him in the next few weeks (3 weeks or so’. | told him 
| would have Jack and Shelly with me in the discussion to provide some background, 
etc. about this issue 


| told him we would make the decisions after the comment period was over. He 
seemed to expect me to concur with him and change the decision (which has not yet 
been made). | explained the planning process and the fact that this is a comment 
period 
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Telephone Conversation 
Thursday, July 23, 1998 
Jack Hanson, BLM, and Don Christinson, Assistant to the Director for Planning, 


Wyoming Department of Agriculture 


Don called Thursday, July 23, 1998, to discuss issues specific to the RMP. He had 
four areas of concern: 


1. 


He was in agreement with the Preferred Alternative on ACEC in the Lance 
Creek area. Specifically with management of small isolated tracks with little to 
no public access. 


He had concern with Agricultural Economics and how it was represented in the 
RMP. He felt that more significance contribution should be placed on Ag 
Economics. 


He is in support of Land Exchanges, as proposed. To block up portions of 
public land for educational purposes, in the instance of Lance Creek and 
recreational uses. 


He was in support of BLM'’s outreach effort to inform the public on issues 
contained in the draft RMP 


He stated he would foliow up in writing the information discussed during the telephone 
conversation. 
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Telephone Conversation 
Thursday, July 22, 1998 
Jack Hanson, BLM, and Mrs. Robert Heumier, 2402 East "E", Torrington, WY 


82240, (307) 532-2351. 


On Wednesday, July 22, 1998. Mrs. Robert Heumier called concerning issue's about 
the draft RMP 


Her first concern was that her local library did not carry the Federal Register and did 
not know about the comment period for the RMP 


She is an amateur rock collector and is interested in collecting fossils and other rock 
particles. She is opposed to "BLM stopping amateurs from collecting fossils and other 
rock”. She would like to see BLM encourage rock collecting on public land and is 
interested in how to get a license to collect 


She endorses a visitor center similar to the one at Hot Springs, South Dakota for 
fossils. She is in agreement with the purchase of an area within the Lance Creek 
area for paleontology education 


She is irying to get a museum Started and would like some help along these lines 
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Conversation July 13, 1998 between Gary Johnson, BLM, and members of the 
Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission (hereinafter referred 
to as the Commission) 


While attending a meeting with the Commissio, july 13, 1998, | brought up the fact 
that Mr. Chass Cartwright, Superintendent of the Devils Towner National Monument, 
National Park Service, had expressed concern with our change of designation in the 
second draft of the EIS/RMP for the area of BLM lands surrounding Devils Tower from 
a visual resources management (VRM) Ciass | to a Class I 


| explained Chass’ concerns about poiential mineral development and its potential to 
destroy the viewshed for the approximately 500,000 visitors per year at the park. He 
expressed his desire for us to attach “no surface occupancy” (NSO) stipulations on 
any parcels lease for oil and gas development. | pointed out that there is very little 
likiehood of development based on BLM< staff expertise and the history of mineral 
development in the area Over the past 10 years, there has been very little interest 
and leasing 


The members of the Commission reached a consensus with the opinion that they are 
concerned that if we change the Class | back to a Class | and institute NSO 
Stipulations on any oil and gas leasing, it would reduce potential royalties to the 
county. Their concen was over potential economic loss of revenue. They asked to 
be put on the record as commenting as follows: They would prefer a VRM Class iii 
designation; however, they would be willing to compromise with a Class |i designation 
as is now the Preferred Alternative of the draft RM?. They also did not want NSO 
Stipulations to be attached if and when oil and gas leasing occurs. 


| asked them to please put this in writing and send it to me. They agreed they would 


do this. If they don't, this note will serve as my effort in documenting their comments 
and opinions on this issue. 
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Box 132 
Lingle WY 62223 
7/21/98 


Newcastle Resource Area 
1101 Washington Biva. 
Newcastle, WY 82701-2972 


Dear Sir 


Letty Heurwer just called your office concerning the revised rules for BLM land. Your office sent 
her the proposals and had notification of proposed meetings. We saw nothing in the newspapers 
concerning them so | finally wrote the Cheyenne office. 1 wrote the letter on the 14th of july. 
Yesterday, july 22nd I finally received a reply. Neither of us saw a notification of these meetings 
in ou paper, which is not surprising. 


When the 1997 rules appeared in the Ferderal Register, we had no idea what they were as our 
librarian said she could not have a copy in the library. Why? | finally obtained the specifics and 
she ordered them for me and | had to pay for the copy. ts there a ruling that libraries cannot have 
a copy of the Register or is this an idiosyncracy of the library board or is this the policy of the 
BLM so that we are not to be aware of rules and changes? 


We would not have been aware of the changes but for an article in or Torrington Telegram 
(enclosed) informing us of comment period but not the changes. A copy of an article by Alice 
Renner was sent to me and this was the first | was aware of the content of the changes (1997). 


| am president of Wyoming State Gem and Mineral Society and our clubs depend upon me to let 
therm know of changes ‘nat may concern rock hunting on BLM land so it was important that | find 
on. 


As BLM land is our land--the people of Wyoming--1! do not understand why we are not allowed to 
at least vote upon the proposed changes! | also do not understand why they are found only in the 
Federal Register. Most of us do not have a computer and | understand that the changes are 
available to anyone with computers. in our rock club in Torrington, only one member has a 
computer so the rest of us depend upon the media. Closing access roads and land swapping should 
be the concern of the puplic who use the land; we assumed that was the idea, originally, of BLM 
land. 


Mrs. Heumier and | have discussed the apathy of Wyoming with its fossils. Our famous museums 
are proud to display our Wyoming fossils; are we? Alt least, a few of our new museums are doing 
s= “c.¥.. What does our university in Laramie display? We allow almost all of them to go out of 
state ur to foreign countries, yet, suddenly, there is great concern about them. When a new 
discovery is made, do we display it in one of our museurns? Certainly not!!! We need a museum 
desperately, in Torrington for school children. Wt is low priority so it is doubtful that we ever do. 
Yet, BLM does not allow vertebrate hunting and it is a known fact that amateurs have discovered 
most of the major discoveries and reported them. Letty said she suggested a building over a 


discovery so th and tourists could watch the process, much as the mammoth digs and Ash Fall. 
it seems © » oeed to get our priorities straight. 
We wo sciate notification (to us) as well as to the Torrington Telegram about the new 


changes .. are made. When | discovered the rules in process in 97, | immediately went to the 
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paper office to have her alert the public. She ignored ft. |[ finally wrote a letter to the editor and 
whe waited to publish 4. She finally put an article mm the Telegram. | was told that there was a 
meeeting in Torrington later which we knew nothing about 


Please see to it that there 6 notification by the BLM of Changes and of meetings. We are tired of 
wing om a lembo. Radio and televisvon should also be informed 


| thank you so very much; we are interested, simply not informed’ 


Sincerety , 


Norma Beers 
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BLM extends comment period 


The Wyoming Con- 
gressional Delegation 1s 
pleased by the Bureau of 
Land Management's ex- 
tension of the cormment 


period on proposed 
to as law en- 


Today's action ex- 
tends the deadline for 
comment on the 

issue from Feb. 5 until 
March 7, 1997. Thes fol- 
lows on the heels of an 


earlier day extension 
from Jan Ttoleh § 
The delee wren cord 


fhicn achow 
thee aho wreh to com 


‘peat fee 
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chance to do that.” 


“While the Clinton 
Administration preaches 
the era of bog government 
is over — it seems that 
particular sermon has not 
yet reached the BLM.” 
said Cubin. “I believe 
these proposed rule 
changes could contradict 
the Preadent’s wishes by 
actually giving a federal 


We teel Dat Vere wa 
question of legain'y Dy BLM 
local government. When the 
Fores: Servue proposed simm'ar 
rules, the public was succes .!u! 
wm forcing them to wiihdray Uo 


warping authority of state aed 


agency additional law en- 
forcement power that 
may not be authorized.” 

“I'm always con- 
cerned about the transi- 
tion from law to regula- 
tion,” Enzi said. “Hope- 
fully the extension will 
give folks from Wyo- 
mung the necessary time 
tocomment and the BLM 
will listen.” 

Those wishing to 
voice their opinions 
should send thew com- 
ments to: BLM Admin- 
trative Record, Room 
401 LS, 1849 C Street 
NW, Washington, DC. 
20240 
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Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission 
P.O. Box 37 


Sundance, WY 82729 
July 15, 1998 


Bureau of Land Management 
Newcastle Resource Area 


1101 Washington Bivd 
Newcastle, WY 8270! 


~susvomle 
Guy 1 20 AV SUNG 


sJurWe 
wnvie 
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2. :tiny Lt Wr Bo 


WV 
By) 


Attention Gary Johnson, Area Manager 


¥ 
iW 


Dear Gary 


We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the E:.vironmental Impact Statement for 
the Newcastle Resource Management Plan (Scoond Draft) 


In the Visual Resources pertion of the proposed resource management plan, on page 109. 
the VRM Class designation for the area surrounding Devils Tower National Monument is 


discussed We recommend that the area be designated a VRM Class Ill, although we 
a could accept the VRM Class II designation that the draft plan proposes We agree that a 


VRM Class | designation 1s nesther necessary nor appropriate for the area surrounding the 
national monument 


The Commission recogmzes that ihe draft plan 1s not much of a departure from present 
management activities, but does propose some minor changes for the Newcastle Resource 
Area We do see a strong need for the direction and implementation of the proposed 


management plan to continue to provide for commodity interests, even where the 
standards and guidelines within the plan may appear vague 


We do not oppose the proposed plan as written 


We appreciate your willingness to attend our meetings to discuss he draft plan and look 


forward to continuing Communications with you as the planning process evolves Please 
keep us informed 


Sincerely. 
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Crook County Land Use Planning and Zoning Commission 
P.O. Box 37 
Sundance, WY 82729 


Ju ‘ 7 YUR 
-< 
Burcau ot Land Management wo Sin 
New castle Resource Area ro 2e 
| Washington Blvd — 
Newcastle, WY 82701 ™ . 
\ttcanoen Gary Johnson. Area Manager S = 
= x > 
Dear Gan lp 
ose > 
uw Rifas 
We would like to submet this addition to our official comment, dated July 15, 1998, on the ma 


Environmental impact Statement for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan (Second Draft) 


The preterred alternative s proposal to implement only limited control on praine dog populations 
on BL.vi-admunistered lands 1s an area of concern for this Commission. The plan states, “Control 
of the size of praine dog towns on public lands would not occur unless resource damage were 
occurrmeg or human health and safety were threatened 


On our recent ficld tour of BLM grazing allotments in the county, it was noted that there seemed to 
be a lack of deep-rooted plants within the prairie dog towns we encountered We are concerned that 

a this deficiency may lead to unstable soils. an increase im the area's already high tendency to flash 
flooding and damage of the soil resources there The plan does not specify what level of resource 
damage warrants subsequent control measures by the BLM 


The spread of disease by prairie dogs 1s also a mayor concer, for the public and for private 
b landowners m close proximity to the prairre dog towns located on public land Again, it ts unclear 
what level of human health and safety must be threatened before population reduction 1s deemed 


NeCcessSa4n 





Furthermore. this Commission is not convinced that disease and resource damage are the only two 
conditions under which praine dog population control measures should be deemed appropriate 
Other reasonable circumstances could develop that would necessitate some level of control The 
plan does not provide for that possibility 


Thank vou for this opportunity to comment further on the Draft Plan 


Sincerels 


Murda / 
J vot 


Anita Fish 
Chair 


/98 

















Gary Johnson 
Newcastle Area Manager 
,1in 


1101 Washington Blvd. 
Newcastle, WY 8270! 


Mr. Johnson; 


am writing to you concerning your decision to not recommend 
the Lance Creek fossil beds for an Area of Critical Environmental 
-oncern. This delicate area is very deserving of this specific 


designation. 


Many of our nations’ museums are graced by dinasaurs found 
in these fossil beds and far more informati about our past 
may be lost if this area is not protected from the continued 
looting and desecration which is going on there right now. 


Since the BLM originally realized the importance of the Lance 
Creek area in its draft management plan, and removed it due to 
a mistake of improper mapping procedures, it behooves your agency 
to once again recommend this area for ACEC and protect it from 
further damage. 


You can change this situation and make it right Mr. Johnson. 
Please tell the BLM once again that the Lance Creek area needs 
to be designated an ACEC and its fossil resources protected. 


Thank you for helping in this matter. 


Sincerely, 


Sandra L. Hutchings 











NIOGRARA COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
COUNTY COURTHOUSE 402 SOUTH ELM 
P.O. BOX 1238 
LUSK, WYOMING 82225 


DONNA |. RUFFING 
RICHARD L. JAMES Ph: 307/334-2211 
THOMAS A. HAMILTON Fax: 307/334-3013 


luly 21, 1998 


Mr. Gary Johnson, Area Manager 
Newcastle Resource Area 

1101 Washington Bivd 

Newcastle, WY 82701 


RE Comments on Draft EIS tor Newcastle Resource 
Management Plan (Second Draft). dated March 1998 


Dear Gary 


These comments are in addition to comments previously made at the Lance Creek 
public hearing on June 11, 1998 


Enclosed please find Attachment A Lance Creek Fossil Area National Natural 
Landmark This represents a progression of events and we, respectfully request, that it be 
included in the final document for future reference 


The Commissioners fully support your decision to reject the proposed ACEC 
designation for the Lance Creek Fossil area) The minute amount of federal land within this 
area, the inaccessibility and the inability to manage such a designation are the primary 
reasons for not declaring the area an ACEC. The ACEC designation is not a requirement to 
protect the paleontological resources when determining future “surface disturbing” 
activities 


Pages 98-99 need to be corrected to reflect the actual contribution agriculture makes 
to Niobrara County and the resource areca) This information can be obtained from the 
Wyoming Department of Ag 


Sincerely, 
hPa nh a, higgen 
Donna | Ruffing ) 


Chairman 











THE 
ENTITLED NNI 


05 /04/66 


10/05/66 


09/00/72 


03/13/74 


01/00/94 


12/31/96 


FOLLOWING INFORMATION 'S A SYNOPSIS OF 
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ATTACHMENT A 


LANCE CREEK FOSSIL AREA 
NATIONAL NATURAL LANDMARK (NNL) 


THE HISTORY OF THE ABOVE- 


Site 
contacted to secure landowners participation 


was Representative Jim Thompson was 


Three hundred (300) square miles 


nominated and determined “eligible . 
were in the original nomination 


Thompson responds that landowners are not interested, nor will County 


Commissioners represent landowners in general 
The “eligible” NNL was recommended for enlargement. 
The NNL was “enlarged” to present boundaries, i.e., between R65 & R66 on the 


between R62 & R63 on the east, between T35 & 136 on the south. and the 
the north 51 


west 


Weston county line on 160 acres 


Landowners and Commissioners became aware of NNL designation thru the Bureau 


of Land Management's draft Environmental impact Statement/Resource 
Management Plan (EIS/RMP) The BLM proposed to designate the NNI 
boundaries as an Area of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) The BLM 
deleted the proposed designation after public Comment 
Figures show: 

Deeded land 280,080 acres 79.7% 

tederal land 48 840 Actes 1 1.9% 

State land 22,440 acTes 6.4% 


BLM has access to only 15,120 acres: 33,720 acres are landlocked 


84 petitions of the 108 private landowners were sent to the National Park Service 


who refuses to act their to remove their land from the NNI 


designation 


on request 











Niobrara Resources Assn. 
Box 64 
Lance Creek, Wy 82222 


Mr.Gary Johnson 

Area Manager 

Newcastle Resource Area 
1101 Washington Boulevard 
Newcastle,Wy 82701 


Re: Consideration of a possible scientific and educational 
site to serve the interests of the United States Bureau of 
Land Management and the interested public. 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


The Niobrara Resources Assn. would suggest the 
consideretion of a possible site in the Lance Creek Fossil 
Area to further the interests of the Bureau of Land 
Managemen* and the general public. Such site should meet the 
following criteria: 

l. Be of great scientific importance 

2. Be easible manageable 

3. Be readable accessible from an all-weather road 

4 Have the potential for a field exhibit which would 

interest not only the scientific community but most 
importantly, the interested public 

5. Have little or no impact on the surrounding private 

property owners 


We envision a site which would have scientific wor’ in 
progress on permanent basis with a resultant display which 
could be viewed by educational groups including, but not 
limited to, schools and natural resource based organizations. 
Furthermore, the site could be a destination for individuals 
wishing to view a sample of the fossils present in the area. 


During the course of the consideration and the 
accompanying @ialogue, areas of concern could be addressed 
and creative reasoning could be brought to bear on present 
challenges. 


If a potential site for meeting the above goals is not 
presently in the federal inventory, we woulée suggest the 
consideration of a Consolidated Land Exchange to facilitate 
the transfer of such site. , 

, / A> 
Jane, 2 
| eat 


, _ vt ie 


James W. Kruse 
President 


Niobrara Resources Assn. 
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incorrect view of the economic area since it is based on 
sales subject to sales and use taxes and most agricultural 
sales are exempt. We strongly object to use of data which by 
its nature gives a warped view of the true situation. The 
following statistics were provided by State Statistician, 
Richard Coulter and Niobrara County Assessor, Elaine Griffith 
307-334-3201. 


NIOBRARA COUNTY 


YEAR Total gross income in millions 
Agriculture Oil and Gas Industry 

1993 26.5 NA 

1994 23.8 12.2 

1995 23.0 10.5 

1996 21.8 11.8 

1997 NA 14.0 


Personal income pg. 98 and table 3-14 pg. 99 are 
obviously flawed. We request that updated and validated 
data be obtained from available sources. This RMP is 
valuable, not only as a planning tool, but also as a 
historical record, so utmost accuracy is paramount. 


Our second major area of contention is with map 3-19. Some 
of the maps indicate that they are applicable only to BLM 
administered surface. All such maps, especially this one 
should have that information on them. Secondly, the map is 
titled “Threatened or Endangered Species Habitat” while the 
actual map notation lists "Potential Threatened or 
Endangered Species Habitat Area”. This is not consistent. 
What are we actually referring to? If this is really a 
“potential” habitat area, what differentiates it from like 
Surrounding habitat? We would challenge this designation. 


Niobrara Resources Assn. requests that the Niobrara County 
Commissioners synopsis of the history of the Lance Cree 
Fossil Area NNL be included with any discussion of the NNL. 


In conclusion, we were pleased with the process which 
produced this document. It is just this cooperative effort which 
will save time and money and will produce a superior 


—T, ne A Fh 


James W. Kruse 
President 
Niobrara Resources Assn. 














From: Danese Reed <lureed@coffey.com> 
To: ‘Gary Johnson’ <wynrmp@wy bim.gov> 
Date: Thu, Jul 23, 1998 11:15 am 

Subject: RMP Comments 


July 19, 1998 


Mr. Gary Johnson 

Area Manager 

Newcastle Resource Area 
1101 Washington Bivd. 
Newcastle, Wyoming 82701 


Dear Mr. Johnson, 


The Reed Ranch lies within one of the designated areas marked on Map 3-19. 


Concern: Map 3-19 is not clear in presenting the fact that the proposed T and E 
applies only to the BLM and Split Estate land within the RMP. Map 3-19 also does 
not differentiate between BLM administered public land surface and any other land 
surface ownership, as it is now, it appears that all marked lands regardless of 
ownership are to be designated as proposed T and E. Map 3-19 then leads one to 
believe that these are the only areas within the RMP that may have the areas that 
need to be classified as potential T and E. 


it seems that the T and E species is unwarranted by the designated areas in this map. 
All federal lands and split estate lands in this RMP should be treated the same. There 
is No proof that these species are more prevalent where it is designated on Map 3-19 
than it is anywhere else. According to the RMP on page 116, it says these species: 
the black footed ferret, bald eagle, and peregrine falcon, may occur in the resource 
area. It also goes on to say that no confirmed sightings have been made of the black 
footed ferret in the last 10 years but some “unconfirmed sightings” have been made. 
This kind of evidence is laughable 


| don't agree that information based on unconfirmed reports should be used to base a 
decision that certain areas be listed as a potential endangered or threatened species 
area. It goes on to suggest that suitable habitat does exist for this species. 


As for the bald eagle and peregrine falcon there is absolutely no reason to designate 
single areas on Map 3-19 for these two species. Throughout the resource area you 
could run into these species anywhere. There is just no basis for this proposal on 
Map 3-19. | would like to see your evidence that proposes otherwise 


This is an article from the Washington (AP), Endangered Species to be Reduced by 
29. “Many species are in recovery and may soon be removed from the laws 
protection. The proposal to be unveiled by Interior Secretary, Bruce Babbitt, marks 
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the first time in the laws 25 year history that such a large number of species would be 
ear marked for removal from the endangered list. Babbitt is scheduled to trumpet the 
proposed removal of such species as the peregrine faicon and bald eagle.” This is 
one more example of misinformation in Map 3-19. If that statement is true, there is no 
need to designate areas within this map for these species, as all areas within the RA. 
would be handled under the same guidelines as mentioned in the RMP under ESA 


in conclusion, marked areas within the RMP Map 3-19 could possibly have severe 
financial and economic impact to landowners with lands that set inside these specific 
areas. | will reiterate that these marked areas are not necessary because according 
to guidelines outlined in the RMP all federal and split estate lands will be managed the 
same. | feel that financial hardships could be caused from future sales of any lands 
that are marked potential endangered habitat areas. Who would want to buy lands in 
an area such as that?! This map is misleading and should be re-evaluated and totally 
rejected 


in addition to these comments, | would also like to state that noxious weed contro! 
need to be addressed and clarified to the position of the BLM management of such. It 
needs to be more precise in what procedures for BLM land leasees need to follow for 
the control of noxious weed. It also need to addressed if there would be any cost 
share approach to these problem w« 2ds. 


The subject of land consolidation has been mentioned for the need of an = acquisition 
by BLM to acquire a fossil pit as an alternative to ACEC. Reed Ranches would totally 
disagree to an alternative such as this as it would not be in the best interest of 
landowners who would have land in the immediate area. | think the BLM should stay 
with their position of no ACEC in this draft 


Thank You. 


Reed Ranch 
Jeff Reed 


Receipt Requested! 
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SIERRA CLUB 


NORTHERN GREAT PLAINS REGION 


“OLUMBUS BUILDING 
23 NORTH SCOT: 
SHERIDAN. WYOMING 82801 
(307) 672-0425 
Fax (307) 674-615" 





June 3, 1998 


Gary Johnson 

Newcastle Area Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
1101 Washington Bivd. 
Newcastle, WY 82701 


Dear Mr. Johnson, 


The following are the Sierra Club’s comments regarding the 
Newcastle Resource Management Plan: 


Oil and Gas 


We have major concerns regarding the RMP’s oil and gas leasing 
program. Table 2-1 (Page 25) states under the preferred 
alternative that “parcels would be leased with Wyoming standard 
Oil and gas lease stipulations. This section fails to mention 
special protection stipulations or even cite Map H-1. Map H-1 
shows four special stipulations that are needed in the Resource 
Area, but fails to map or identify the No Surface Occupancy 
stipulation cal'ed for in the Plan for Whoopup Canyon. It seems 
that Table 2-1, Map H-1, and the stipulations for Whoopup Canyon 
need to show some consistency. Table 2-1 should at a minimum 
reference the stipulations on Map H-1, and Map H-1 should include 
the NSO stipulation for Whoopup Canyon. 


The BLM also has failed to protect other important natural values 
with stipulations. The BLM needs to consider NSO stinulatione 
for the foilowing areas: 


-steep slopes and unstable soils 

“prairie dog towns 

-wooded draws and riparian areas 

-known cultural sites 

-ferruginous hawk nesting areas 

-1/4 mile buffer around developed and semideveloped 
recreation sites. 


The 011 and gas leasing section of the plan also fails to comply 
with NEPA because it does not provide a range of alternatives. 
All four of the alternatives are exactly the same. 


"Not blind opposition to progress, but opposition to blind progress.” 
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Recreation 


The quality of hunting on the public lands along the Little 
Missouri River is suffering because of uncontrolled motorized 
access in this area. Since this is virtually the only accessible 
public land in Deer and Antelope Hunt Area #1, the BLM needs to 
do more to improve the quality of the hunting experience. The 
BLM'’s proposal to put a primitive campground in this area is a 
good one, but better controls on access are also 1: seded. The 

C Little Missouri area would be a good place for nonmoturized 
access using a post to post trail system for hikers and horseback 
riders, because the current motorized use causes animals to flee 
the public lands during hunting season. Not only would the 
trails be used by hunters, but we think that the area would get 
recreational use throughout the year. 


Placing non-motorized trails in the area woula 4150 aliow tue BLM 
to cross state lands and open lands north of the North Fork of 
the Little Missouri River to public hunting. Placing trails 
across the North Fork would nearly double the accessible acres to 
the public. The BLM should look at acquiring easements across 
state school lands in this area to insure permanent access by 
recreationalists to the north side of river. The BLM also needs 
to mark boundaries in this area so that hunters know that they 
are staying on public lands. 


a. 


The BLM’s Off Road Vehicle management need to be upgraded to the 
standard of designated roads and trails. This standard allows 
the BLM to better manage vehicle use and control problem 
Situations quickly. By using the standard of existing roads and 
trails, the BLM must determine what are the existing roads and 
trails at the time of release of the plan, and then prevent 
future creation of new roads and trails. The designated road and 
trail standard allows public use only on roads and trails shown 
to be open on a BLM map. 


The Sierra Club supports the designation of the Stateline Special 
Recreation Management Area, but better controls on logging need 


.o ba imp emer tec ace tie Gi'Ga. Thas 0c@@ S)UUid we AssOwed Lv 
return to an oid growth state. The recreation users would enjoy 
a forest with large yellowbark ponderosa pines much more than 


earlier successional stages, and the impacts associated with 
logging such as roads and skid trails would make this area less 
desirable for recreational use. 


Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 


We support the BLM’s decision to retain Whoopup Canyon as an Area 
of Critical Environment Concern (ACEC). We, however, have major 
concerns regarding the BLM’s recommendation on Lance Creek Fossil 
Beds. This area deserves ACEC designation and needs special 
management protection. You need to reconsider your decision in 
the final Newcastle Resource Management Plan. 
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Lance Creek is one of the United States’ most important fossil 
beds. Lance Creek contains some of the most highly fossilized 
deposits from the Mesozoic Age any where in the world. The 
National Park Service has recognized the importance of the Lance 
Creek area by designating the site a National Natural Landmark. 
The BLM must also recognize this area’s importance and need for 
special protection by making the area an ACEC. Lance Creek is 
the only Nationai Natural Landmark located on BLM land in the 
Rocky Mountain region which has not been designated an ACEC. 


Lance Creek is in particular need of special management 
protection for two reasons. First, many federal lands have been 
subject to fossil theft. The Allosaurs site near Shell, Wyoming 
(which was designated an ACEC in January of 1995) and the 
controversy regarding the Tyrannosaurus Rex fossil in South 
Dakota come *© tind as examples of where this problem has been 
brought to tne pubisc’S ALteNliun. Avd&e Uebisytir. ci. «ace : 
flag activities, particularly any fossil collecting in this area 
and help insure that the BLM has adequate resources to combat 
fossil theft. Secondly, mineral development could also have 
substantial impacts. A prohibition on coal leasing and 
restriction on gravel and scoria pit development are needed. 
According to Map H-1, a special stipulation regarding oil and gas 
development supposedly will be required for the Lance Creek area, 
but we did not find a discussion of what are the actual 
restrictions of the stipulation. Oil and gas development can 
destroy important fossil resources and must be done with care to 
insure that any 0.1 and gas disturbance involves collection and 
inventory of the fossil resources at the site. 


The BLM realized the importance of Lance Creek in its first draft 
management plan and recommended Lance Creek for ACEC designation. 
However, in the revised draft of the plan this recommendation was 
dropped. We urge you to reconsider your decision and designate 
Lance Creek an ACEC. We also feel that restrictions on mineral 
development must be extended to all publicly owned minerals in 
the National Natural Landmark. 


We srnprect ste fh .¢ onnmortunity to commert. 


Sincergly yours, 


/ 


Kirk Koepsel 
Regional Representative 
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July 15, 1998 


Mr Gary Johnson, Area Manager 
BLM - Newcastle Resource Area 
1101 Washington Bivd 
Newcastle, WY 82701 


Dear Mr Johnson 


As ar interested governmental entity, we wish to comment on a specific aspect of your 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan 
(Second Draft) 


On Page 109 of the Draft Plan, there is a section that specifically addresses visual resource 
classifications and the current proposals for classifying the area surrounding Devils Tower 
National Monument By BLM’s definition, a VRM Class I designation “applies to areas 
where the objective 1s to maintain a landscape setting that appears unaltered by man ~ 
We wish to go on record as strongly opposing the VRM Class I designation for the area 
surrounding Devils Tower, as it is not an appropriate classification for that area. We 
GA J request that the area be designated 2 VRM Class IV area, though we could possibly 
accept a VRM Class Ill 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the proposed management plan 


Sincerely. 7 
Linielpnel 


Winme Bush 
Mayor 


&/0 
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TOWN OF HULETT “3 SUL 20 Prt19: 45 
BOK 278 
MULETT, WYOMING 62720 
PHONE (307) 467.5771 
FAR (DOT) 46° $44) 
INTERNET ADDRESS toh@r® com 











Mr. Gary Johnson, Area Manager 
BLM - Newcastle Resource Area 
1101 Washington Bivd 
Newcastle, WY 8270! 


RE Environmental Impact Statement for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan 
(Second Draft) 


Dear Mr. Johnson 


We are concerned about the proposed VRM Class | designation for the area surrounding 
Devils Tower National Monument, which is mentioned in the Draft Plan 


We fear that a VRM Class | designation would impose objectives that are too restnctive 

and could potentially adversely impact important developments in the area We 

recommend a VRM Class IV to provide ample latitude for management of the 400 acres 
a of public land surface and the 3,080 acres of federal mineral estate in question 


A VRM Class III is within the realm of acceptability A VRM Class |, however, is not 
viewed by this board as an acceptable classification 


Please consider our concerns on this issue as you prepare to finalize the proposed resource 
management plan for the Newcastle Resource Area 


Sincerely, 

Don Anderson 

President 

Hulett Airport Advisory Board 




















USDA 12 


SOC tt’ States Animal and Wi'diife ADC Wyoming State Office 
aan Department of Plant Health Services 6731 W. Coa! Road 
Agnculture inspection P.O. Box 59 
Service 


Casper, WY 82602 


June 23. 1998 

2 

Gary Johnson 7= 

: wo 7 

Area Manager, Newcastle Resource Area o -> 

Bureau of Land Management = “2 
. = + 

1101 Washington Boulevard ~m 

Newcastle. WY $2701 Nn 23 

mt 

aa . 

Dear Mr. Johnson go =2 

-_ “" 

—N =2 


| have been reviewing the second draft EIS for the RMP covering public lands in the Wyorffffig peigfon ; 


\f the Newcastle Resource Area. | have a few comments concerning the wording therein regarding 
Animal Damage Control” 


The NEPA document, Environmental Assessment for Predator Damage Management in Eastern 
Wyoming was completed this past winter by Wildlife Services, in cooperation with the Bureau of Land 
a Management. It thoroughly addresses the Wildlife Services Predator Damage Management program in 


eastern Wyoming. | believe it would be appropriate for the BLM to reference that document in the EIS 
wherever needed. I am sending along a copy for your reference. Specific comments follow: 


Page 11, Issue D, Prairie Dog Control. 


| question whether the language regarding APHIS control programs is necessary or appropriate 
here, because APHIS has not conducted operational prairie dog control in Wyoming for many 
b years. If we were to do so on public lands, it would almost surely be at the request of BLM 
Since prairie dog control is not addressed under our Predator Management EA’s, a separate 
NEPA document would have to be prepared, either by BLM or WS, to cover such action. The 
language here doesn’t address prairie dog control anyway, since it refers to our annual work 


plans 
Table 2-1: 
Livestock Grazing Management Section: 


Animal damage control activities would be subject to 
established procedures and policies as outlined in the national and state level memoranda of 
understanding between BLM and APHIS and the animal damage control plan for the planning 
area “| would suggest that “planning area” should read “Casper District” (this language already 
exists under Wildlife Habitat Management). Otherwise, I believe the language in this section is 
appropriate and to the point, and should be used throughout the document. It correlates well with 


language in the Environmental Assessment for Predator Damage Management in Eastern 
Wyoming 


vy APHIS Protecting American Agricu'ture 


MA 
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Human health and safety determinations would be made by the state of Wyoming, Department 
of Health or by officers of the US Center for Disease Control.” 1m sure you are talking about 
disease threats here. However, would it be appropriate to consider someth‘ng like a mountain 
lion attack on a human at a campground? While unlikely, this sort of thing has happened in other 
places, and would then be under authority of Wyoming Game & Fish. 


Table 2-1. 
Wildlife Habitat Management Section: There are two sections of language under this heading 


referring to animal damage control activities. What is the purpose of discussing animal damage 
control in this section? Wildlife Services predator programs do not affect habitat in any way. If 
there is a reason for inclusion that | have overlooked, :he language should be as discussed under 
“Livestock Grazing Management” above. The second lengthy paragraph used in the draft 

document beginning: “Animal damage control activities would be considered on a case by case 


basis.” is inappropriate 


Thank you for the opportunity to review this document. If 1 can answer any questions about the Wildlife 
Services program in Wyoming, please give me a call at (307) 261-5336, or write to the letterhead 
address. Please keep me on your mailing list. 


Sincerely, 
fared Y-| 
Pa ‘ hl 


ichard H. Phillips 
State Director 


Enclosure 
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United States Department of the Interior 


US GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 


Lercema 7! 








In Reply Refer To: 
Mail Stop 423 
MEMORANDUM vee DA NGS: 
To: Gary Johnson, Area Manager 
From: James F. —— + KKa-w 
Senor Advisor for ce Applications 
Subject Review of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Newcastle Resource 


Management Plan, Wyoming 


As requested in your correspondence dated February 25, 1998, the U.S. Geological Survey 
(USGS) has reviewed the subject draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and offers the 
following comments 


Page 70, second full paragraph, left column: 


"The Biack Hills were formed by the erosion of this dome-shaped uplift during Laramide time....”; 
this sentence is somewhat misleading. The Black Hills were uplifted during Laramide time and 
the present topography is a result of erosion since that time. Citing a reference to a paper or map 
that provides a good general description of the geologic history of the Black Hills would be 
valuable here. 





Page 70, second paragraph, right column: 
"It (Hartville Hills) was formed by the erosion..." is also misleading for the same reason. 


Page 71, first paragraph, lef: column: 


This paragraph in the Cual section indicates that only the iower Cretaceous Lakota and Fall River 
Formations in the study area contain 1-7 ft thick, uneconomic coal beds. The upper Cretaceous 
Lance Formation (type locality is in the Lance Creek) found in the southern part of the Newcastle 
Resource area (NRA) also contains coal beds from 1-2 m thick. This formation should be 
included even though these coal beds, like those of the Lakota and Fall River Formations, are not 
considered economical. The location of these coals should be included in Map 3-3. Further in the 
a same paragraph is indicated that the production of high quality, low sulfur sub-bituminous coals is 
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Nw 


found in the center of the Powder River Basin and is contained in both the Wasatch and Fort 
Union Formations. These statements are not correct. Coals are produced only in the upper part 
(Tongue River Member) of the Fort Union Formation and mining occurs in the east-central, 
southern, and northwestern margins of the Powder River Basin. 


Page 75, fourth full paragraph, left column: 


"There are approximately 1,800 active placer mining claims in the NRA....”; it 1s unclear what 
you have defined as a “placer” mining claim. Are all locatable mineral claims--such as bentonite, 
uranium, gypsum--considered “placer claims?” If not, then 1,800 active placer mining claims 
seems to be very high. 


The addition of a short description (one paragraph should suffice) that summarizes the character, 
origin and uses of bentonite, and includes a citation to a good general reference for the details 
would be helpful here. 


Page 75, last sentence of left column: 


“In the northern Black Hills mining district..."; this district is labeled as the “Colony Mining 
District” on your map (map 3-4). It would be helpful to refer to this district as the Colony 
District in your discussion here. 


Page 75, fourth full paragraph, right column: 


"Bentonite deposits in the resource area generally occur at or near the surface... '; this statement 
would be more accurate if modified to say that the deposits "generally" occur at depth, but 
“often” can crop out in the area. 


| Page 75, Bentonite Section: 


| Page 77, citation under Table 3-3: 
f "Source: WOSIM 1990"; it would be helpful for this acronym to be spelled out here. 
Page 77, Gypsum Section: 


Unlike the other minerals described in this report, you offer no suggestion regarding the potential 
for developmer t or interest in the foreseeable future of gypsum. Are the gypsum beds near Rapid 
City thicker or «loser to the surface? Is a gypsum processing infrastructure in-place at Rapid City, 
which is lacking here? Explain further why there is a lack of gypsum exploration and 
development in the Resource Area and why it is unlikely in the near future. Also, refer to 

Map 3-7 in this discussion. 


VS 
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h Page 77, second paragraph of Uranium section: 
A reference should be made to Map 3-5 in this paragraph. 
Page 78, first full paragraph, left column: 


When referring to production of uranium in this paragraph ("2.7 million pounds of uranium”, “ore 
averaging 0.22% uranium"), you should be aware that these data actually refer to pounds of 
uranium oxide. There is a big difference between pounds of uranium and pounds of uranium 
oxide. 


Page 78, second full paragraph of left column: 


“All of the major mining districts in Crook County are located near paleontological stream 
channels..."; you mean to say “paleochannels” or “buried stream paleochannels,” not 
fossil-hurting sites. Refer to the reference that describes the geology and origin of these deposits. 
Also, "Tertiary White River Formation” is actually “Tertiary White River Group.” 


In the paragraph that follows, “Fall River Formation” should be “Fall River Sandstone.” 
Page 78, last sentence, left column: 


k | "...the amount of activity in uranium exploration cannot be expected to increase..."; this seems to 
be an overstatement. How about “is not likely to increase”? 


Page 78; Metallic Minerals: 

This entire section is far too brief, given the high potential for a variety of metais in these districts. 
| Silver and copper are not mentioned, but are also highly anomalous here. | icter you to two 

USGS products by Ed DeWitt (303-236-5636), Anna Wilson, and others, which thoroughly 

discuss the resources of these districts and evaluates their potential. 


Page 78, last paragraph in Metallic Minerals section: 


m | "The original source of the gold is believed to be volcanic ash falls.”; ash falls of what 
age and what formation? 


Page 78; Salable Minerals, second paragraph: 


n | ".. and igneous and metamorphic rocks (granite)"; because granite is not a metamorphic 
rock, granitic gneiss would be a more precise term. 


al 
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Page 81; Landslides: 


This discussion ts insufficient to describe the landslide hazards of the area. For example: Are 
landslides active or inactive? What kind of slides? Deep or shallow? Caused by what? 
Seasonally active? Fast or slow moving? 


oO 


Page 81, second full paragraph of right column: 


There should be information on how frequent and where these earthquakes are. Even though 
there are none above magnitude 5, there still needs to be comments about whether or not local 
geologic structures are seismogenic, how often the area is shaken by magnitude 3 and above, and 
what potential there is for earthquakes greater than magnitude S. A map showing the distribution 
and magnitude of earthquakes would be a good idea. 


TS 


Page 83-85, Figures 3-8 to 3-10: 


These maps have a limited use. Ancient slides that are now stable may pose no threat. There 

should be a distinction between landslides considered active or potentially active and those that 
q are inactive. The landslide hazard may actually be greater in areas that are ready to fail adjacent 

to ‘he mapped slides. Also, the kind of slides in the area need to be stated. For example. 

are they just minor translational slides that pose no threat, even when they slide, or are they rapid 

debi's flows that are a major threat in every large thunderstorm? 


Page 112, Table 3-21: 


First, it 1s not clear whether these data represent average or median data, or whether they were 
collected on a specific date. It would be useful if the table included the dates associated with the 
data. The EIS should identify and reference the sources of the data it presents. The USGS 
operates and maintains stations on Belle Fourche, below Moorcroft (06426500); Beaver Creek, 
near Newcastle (06394000), and Little Thunder Creek, near Hamshire (06375600). It also 

r collects water quality data at stations 6426500 and 06375600. The report should include the 
USGS data and compare it with data from other sources. The Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) should report where and when its data were collected for comparison with the USGS's 
collection stations and dates. A comparison of the values of data from different sources should 
support the conclusions drawn or the differences should be explained. There are a few BLM 
numbers higher than those of the USGS, but without BLM’s sample dates, we cannot comment 
further 


Page 243, Appendix I: 


The oil and gas plays, summarized in Table |-1, may aeed an update. These plays in the NRA 

were taken from the 1990 USGS publication (Open File Report 88-450, prepared by G.L. Dalton, 

J.E. Fox, and J.L. Clayton). The information on oil and gas plays from the 1996 USGS Digital 
S Data Series DDS-30 (National Assessment of the U.S. Oil and Gas Resources - Results, 
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Methodology. and Supporting Data edited by Gautier and others) should be used instead. In 
addition, summarizing and synthesizing the oi! and gas plays in a tabular form may be less 
informative than presenting them as maps. Maps can be obtained from the 1996 publication 


Page 345, Map 3-2; Geology: 


recommendation ts that all rock units be shown on the map, so that the reader can spatially vies 
the pertinent units discussed in the “Locatable Minerals” discussion (p. 71). A reference to a 
geologic map that covers this area would also be helpful 


t What rock units are represented by the white (unshaded) areas on this map? Our 


References containing relevant information follow 


DeWitt, Ed, Redden, J.A.. Wilson, A.B.. and Buscher, David, 1986, Mineral resource potential 
and geology of the Black Hills National Forest, South Dakota and Wyoming, with a section on 
salable commodities by JS. Dersch, U.S.F.S.: U.S. Geological Survey Bulletin 

1580, 135 p.. 4 plates. [p. 74-75 are especially relevant. } 


Wilson, A.B., and DeWitt, Ed, 1995. Maps showing metallic mineral districts and mines im the 
Black Hills, South Dakota and Wyoming: U.S. Geological Survey Miscellaneous Investigations 
Series Map |-2445, scale 1: 100,000 


DeWitt, Ed. Redden, J.A., Buscher, David, and Wilson, A.B., 1989, Geologic map of the Black 
Hills area, South Dakota and Wyoming: U.S. Geological Survey Miscellaneous Investigations 
Series Map 1-1910, scale 1:250,000 


Gautier, D. L., and others, eds, 1996, National assessment of the U.S. on! and zas resources - 
Results, methodology, and supporting data: U.S. Geological Survey Digital Data Series 
DDS-30 


Thank you for the opportunity to contribute to the Draft EIS of the Newcastle Resource 
Management Plan 


Copy To Dwector, Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance 
District Chief, Water Resources Division, Wyoming 


as 














United States Department of the Interior 
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Devin Tomer, Wyoming 274 FIL =8 sp 19 
m™ PEPLyY PEPER TD 
L7619 
July 7, 1998 
To: Area Manager, Newcastle Resource Area, Bureau of Land 
Management 
From: Superintendent, Devils Tower National Monument 
Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the 


Newcastle Resource Management Plan 


After reviewing this draft document, Devils Tower National Monument has 
one primary concern, that being the development of leasabie (oil and gas and 
coal), locatable, and salable minerals (sand and gravel) on Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) administered lands (public and private surface) within 3 
miles of our boundaries. The protection of the viewshed surrounding the 
park is critical if the National Park Service (NPS) is to continue providing 

a visitors with a quality experience, especially one free of visual and auditory 
intrusions. Devils Tower National NYonument, this country’s first National 
Monument, is an extremely sensitive area, as it is one of the most heavily 
visited and congested small NPS units. The viewshed surrounding the park is 
in imminent danger of being modified either through development of federal 
minerals of sub-dividing of private ranches for home sites and commercial 
tourism related activities. We recommend that needed protection of our 
viewshed be accomplished by: 





¢ Placing a No Surface Occupancy (NSO) designation on all federal mineral 
lands within 3 miles of the park. Preferably, this designation would be 
b made within the context of the subject planning document as opposed to 
being placed as a protective stipulatior just prior to actual mineral 
leasing/development. We recommend this easier to implement NSO 

designation instead of a Withdrawal/ Closed classification. 
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e Placing a Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class | designation on all 
federal mineral lands within 3 miles of the park. Unfortunately, your 
office changed the designation of adjacent lands from VRM Class | to 
VRM Class Ii im this latest draft document, using the interpretation that a 

C VRM Class | designation is only for established wilderness areas. 
However, your own rules state that VRM Class | also applies to extremely 
sensitive areas where the viewshed is in imminent danger of being 
adversely modified. Certainly, we have a strong case for maintaining that 
the park 1s an extremely sensitive area and that the viewshed is in 
imminent danger of being adversely modified 


Gary. | appreciate all the twme and consideration you have given to our 
concerns. As a sister Department of the Interior agency, this kind of 
cooperation is essential if we are to be “good neighbors”. Please do 
whatever you can to incorporate our concerns into your final Environmental 
impact Statement for this Resource Management Plan. Understandably, a 
NSO designation is our first preference over a VRM Ciass | designation. 
Thank you in advance for your assistance. 


ned, lartumalit 


Chas Cartwright 
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VIA FACSIMILE AND MAIL 


Gary Johnson, Area Manager 
Newcastle Resource Area 
1011 Washington Boulevard 
Newcastle, WY 82701 


Re: Draft EIS, Newcastle RMP 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


In accordance with our responsibilities under the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act (CAA), Region VIII of the 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmen.«l 
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan (RMP). 
Based on that review, EPA offers comments to be considered in the Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS). 


The EPA review has identified a number of concerns with this DEIS and the 
adequacy of the analysis. Our concerns include the need for a clear definition of 
alternatives and the environmental consequences of each alternative for air quality, 
water quality and pollution prevention in the Newcastle Resource Area. 


EPA's primary concern with this updated DEIS continues to focus on the 
need for clear definition of the range of alternatives for management of public lands 
in this Resource Area and the environmental consequences of each alternative 
including cumulative effects from other adjacent activities. The distinction between 
alternatives and the environmental consequences of implementation seems obscure 
in Chapter Two (Alternatives) and Chapter Four (Environmental Consequences). It 
appears that all the alternatives are very similar to the preferred alternative. We 
recommend that the BLM develop more distinctive alternatives in the FEIS. 

The environmental consequences section of an EIS should then discuss the specific 
environmental impacts of each alternative including the direct, indirect, and 
cumulative effects. This approach is intended to sharply define the issues and 
provide a clear choice for decision-makers. On page 119, it is indicated that the 
impact analysis is cumulative. 


The blending of impacts and the presentation of environmental consequences 
in Chapter Four does not clearly inform the public and disclose anticipated effects 
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of federal land management plans. As noted in 40 CFR 1500.1(c), “ The NEPA 
process is intended to help public officials make decisions that are based on 
understanding of environmental consequences, and take actions that protect, 
restore, and enhance the environment’. 


Based on the procedures EPA uses to evaluate the potential effects of the 
proposed action and the adequacy of the informaticn in the DEIS, the DEIS for the 
Newcastle Resource Management Plan will be listed in the Federal Register as 
category EC-2 ( environmental concerns, insufficient information). This means that 
the review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to 
fully protect the environment. Also, the DEIS does not contain sufficient 
information to fully assess environmental impacts that should be avoided in order 
to fully protect the environment. 


The enclosed detailed comments are the basis for the EC-2 rating and are a 
part of our review. These comments should be incorporated in the FEIS. We 
appreciate the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS. If you have any 
questions, please contact Mike Strieby at (303) 312-6002. 


Sincerely, 


(Vone- Mle~jfa_ 


Cynthia Cody, Chief 
NEPA Unit 
Ecosystem Protection Program 


Enclosure 


cc: Mike Strieby 
Elaine Suriano, EPA, HQ 
Robert Edgar 
Toney Ott 
Kate Padilla, BLMW/EPA 
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GENERAL 


The RMP provides very little wel] defined criteria to guide site-specific 
decision making by federal land management. It is EPA's understanding the a 
resource management plan should “... guide and control future management actions 
and the development of subsequent, more detailed and limited plans for resources 
and uses”. With the exception of indicating compliance with existing regulatory 
programs for air quality and water quality protection and the application of 
standards and guidelines (Appendix E, Surface Disturbance Mitigation, and 
Appendix F, Rangeland and Grazing), the RMP does not establish directions for the 
appropriate implementation or limitation of activities that could adversely impact 
the environment 


The alternatives discussion in Chapter Two, Table 2-1, is inadequate for 
anaiyzing «ubstantive differences. Typically, the information for Alternatives A, B, 
and C, states, “Same as Preferred Alternative’. What parts of each of the 
alternatives were combined to create the Preferred Alternative? The FEIS should 
clearly define each of the alternatives and their respective environmental 
consequences. The Table appears to be a companson of environmental impacts for 
each alternative. However, the Table is comparing different natural resource 
categories with respect to each alternative. What is really being proposed in the 
alternatives? Using the example of oi] and gas wells, the DEIS does not appear 
to evaluate the difference in air quality using electric compressors/pumping stations 
rather than combustion engines’? How many diesel or natural gas compressors 
could operate without causing violations of national ambient air quality standards’ 


The environmental consequences of proposed management actions are 
indicated to be cumulative ( Chapter Four, page 119). This approach avoids 
comparison of alternatives on a scientific and analytic basis NEPA requires that 
the direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of proposed actions be fully disclosed to 
establish the level of significance of potential environmental impacts over the life of 
the plan. It should be noted that the “cumulative analysis” should include impacts 
of other activities in the area such as coal mining and coal bed methane recovery in 
adjacent Resource Management Areas NEPA requires that cumulative effects be 
addressed as a summary of the individual effects of both the proposed action and 
any other reasonable foreseeable developments. including those generated by other 
entities and occurnng on other ownerships. The cumulative effects analysis should 
sumn.anze the specific impacts of past, present and future actions on the ecological 
resources, such as water quality, air quality, vegetation, and wildlife etc. 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
AIR QUALITY 


b 


1.Page 61. A potentially damaging deposition rate for sulfate and a rate for 
nitrate is stated. What would be considered potentially damaging for a 
combination of sulfate an nitrate? It is indicated that all BLM-administered 
lands in the Newcastle Resource Area are Class [I under the Clean Air Act. 
What is the closest Class I Area? Are meteorological conditions and emission 
rates in the Resource Area likely to contribute to air quality degradation in 
adjacent areas” 


2. Page 62. In Figure 3-1, what is the typical total annual deposition for 
sulfate and nitrate? Are any years exceeding levels “... potentially damaging 


to vegetation”. 


3. Page 64, last paragraph. With a projected predominate wind from west to 
southwest, could emissiors from this Resource Area affect the Black Hills 
Class I Area? What is the nearest distance to the Black Hills? 


OD. AND GAS 


1. Page 71. The Newcastle Area has been the subject of significant oil and 
gas development activities. The RMP does not address the adequacy of 
reclamation or identify any plans for completion of reclamation on old oil and 
gas sites. As a guidance for future decision making on oil and gas 
development there is very little information in the RMP that would define 
the limit of development that could be acceptable before significant 
environmental degradation occurs or more stringent lease stipulation and/or 
conditions of approval are necessary. This is a key function of the RMP. 
Appendix H and Appendix I provide some information about past 
development and attempt to present an RFD. However, the basic conclusion 
after review of th — ~pendices is that development has occurred and will 
continue and t! ~ential impact can be mitigated with existing BLM 
controls. BLM’s ...an.. | H-1624-1, Planning for Fluid Mineral Resources, 
recommen is a procedure for projecting RFD and analyzing the direct, 
indirect and cumulative impacts of the development. The results of this 
analysis should be incorporate into the RMP/EIS. With the exception of 
several maps (I-1 and 1-2), the public is not offered a reasonable insight into 
oil and gas development potential in the Resource Area and the potential 
environmental impacts to air quality, water quality aad habitat 
fragmentation. 
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WATER QUALITY 


GROUND WATER 


1. EPA continues to be concerned about the lack of clear direction in the RMP 
for ground water protection. Any activities on BLM land needs to comply 
with the State of Wyoming ground water regulations. Ground water in the 
Newcastle Resource Area is classified as Wyoming Class I ground water and 
protective standards are defined in Chapter VIII of the Wyoming Water 
Quality Rules and Regulations. The RMP should establish the measures 
nece:sary to insure compliance with the Wyoming GW program. 


2. Some types of additional development in the Resource Area are likely to 
impact local ground water quality. EPA suggests that the RMP establish 
specific requirements for investigation of ground water resources and the 
recommended measures necessary for protection of the resource. 


SURFACE WATER 


1. With the exception of a brief discussion about surface water on page 111, 
and the inclusion of a map (3-15), the RMP fails to provide the necessary 
management guidance or directives to assist the Wyoming DEQ with the 
implementation of the Water Quality Standards and nonpoint source control 
program. The Newcastle Resource Area has a number of impaired 
waterbodies on the 1998 State of Wyoming 303 (d) list. Several of those 
impaired waterbodies( see Table A, State of Wyoming 1998 303 (d) list) 
require total maximum daily load (TMDL) analysis. EPA has provided 
specific guidance to the BLM State Office regarding the roles and 
responsibilities for federal agencies under the Clean Water Act. In general, 
Section 313 and Section 319, require federal agencies to comply with state 
water pollution control programs and insure that federal programs are 
consistent with the state's nonpoint source management program. EPA 
recommends that the specific provisions of the CWA be referenced in the 
RMP and that the BLM clearly establish the necessary activity restrictions, if 
any, to comply with the State's nonpoint source program. 
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The goals of NEPA are to inform the public and disclose the anticipated 
effects of federal decision making on the environment. These goals are not met 
without disclosure of effects on the physical environment. In the Newcastle RMP, 
when physical effects are discussed, it is either generalized statements or 
uninterpreted data. This programmatic NEPA document or RMP needs to contain 
enough environmental information to allow the decision- maker to understand the 
impacts of the recommended management actions. Only then can the decision- 
maker select alternative based on full knowledge of the potential environmental 
impacts. The RMP/EIS for the Newcastle Resource Area fails to provide an 
adequate basis for decision making as required by NEPA. 


EPA is concerned about comprehensive protection and preservation measures 
for indigenous plants and wildlife. Species-specific ecosystem requirements should 
be preserved and pollution prevention concepts for air quality and water quality 

| should be established. These requirements and concepts should be documented in 
k the RMP/EIS. EPA recommends that the RMP establish guidance to insure that 
critical habitat use patterns are addressed and protected in site-specific decision 
making. EPA expects that the RMP/EIS to specify guidance and direction for 
mitigation of potential impacts to wildlife and propose appropriate monitoring of 
those measures. 
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Wildlife Management Institute 


Len H. Carpenter, Field 
4615 Cheney Drive © Fort Collins, Colorado 80526 
Phone (970) 223-1099 © Fax (970) 204-9198 
E-Mail - carpent! @interserv.com 





ROLLIN D. SPARROWE 


Pres Gent 


LONNIE L. WILLIAMSON 
Vice President 


RICHARD E McCABE 
Secretary 


May 20, 1998 


Gary Johnson, Area Manager 
Newcastle Resource Area, BLM 
1101 Washington Boulevard, 
Newcastle, WY 82701 


Dear Mr. Johnson: 


I am the Southwest Field Representative for the Wildlife Management Institute. The Institute is a 
private, nonprofit, scientific and educational organization founded in 1911 and dedicated to the 
restoration, conservation, and sound management of natural resources, especially wildlife, in 
North America. | have the following comments on the second draft EIS for the Resource 
Management Plan in the Newcastle Resource Area. 


First some general observations. The range of Alternatives in the DEIS is very restricted. For 
most of the resources, management strategies for all alternatives are the same, including the do 
nothing alternative. | realize that authors primarily attempted to address the 4 planning issues 
identified in the Purpose and Need Section, but a larger range of management options should have 
been identified to help the reader evaluate alternatives and decide if the preferred alternative is 
truly the appropriate choice. Consideration should be given in the FEIS to developing wider 
ranging alternatives with more distinctive comparisons. 


a Secondly, most of the research and resource inventory that produced data for this document was 
done at the beginning of this process (1989)[see page 161 DEIS]. That was almost 10 years ago. 
How current is the information that the BLM used to generate the alternatives, including the 
preferred alternative? This is especially important with dynamic and changing environments 
involving decisions on such things as condition and trend of grazing allotments and status of 
wildlife habitats. The FEIS must address this issue and explain why 10-year old information is 
adequate for this planning initiative. If new information has been used, the FEIS must identify 
when and how that information was gathered. 


Now for some specific concerns. Appendix F presents the recently adopted Standards for Healthy 
Rangelands and Guidelines for Livestock Grazing Management for Public Lands administered by 
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the BLM in Wyoming. [hese standards and guidelines present specific criteria that will be met 

b when permutting livestock grazing. Since livestock grazing ts one of the major uses on public 
lands in the Newcastle Resource Area these guidelines must be used in land management 
decisions. On page 214 1 ts explained that these standards and guidelines provide for state-wide 
consistency and guidance in the preparation, amendment. and maintenance of BLM land use 
plans. Yet in the DEIS. there ts no mention of the impact of the various alternatives on meeting 
these standards and guidelines. The DEIS should reference the number of “I” and “M”™ Category 
allotments and provide a reader indication of which allotments meet these standards and 
guidelines and how those guidelines provided guidance to the development of the preferred 
alternative 


This ts especially important for the allotments categorized as “I” or improve. | have reviewed all 
the Standards and Guidelines for the various states and most states have issued Plan amendments 
tor Land Use Plans for implementation of the adopted Rangeland Health Standards and 

C Guidelines. What is the status of Land Use Plan amendments for the Newcastle Resource Area? 
Shouldn't the amendment process be part of the current DEIS planning effort? The FEIS must 
address this concern. 


Additionally, a review of Table 3-8 summarizing the various grazing allotments illustrates that 2/3 
of the 60 allotments are under vearlong management. Yearlong management does not allow 
vegetative resources to recover from grazing and results in a downward trend in vegetative 
condition and trend. The BLM should be striving to reduce the number of allotments that are 
managed under yearlong treatment and implement either rotational grazing or seasonal deterred 
systems. The FEIS must provide direction in this regard to future allotment plans. 





Ground nesting birds are in trouble in the grassland regions of North America. The vertical 
structure of grasses available for nesting (May-July) is severely reduced by livestock grazing. 
Grassland birds need residual vegetation from the previous growing season in which to hide their 
nests. Often the grass is grazed to a level that prevents successful nesting. This concern would 
apply to sharptail and sage grouse As a result. nests are often lost to abandonment or destruction 


by predators 


On page 217, Guideline #1 states that “timing, duration, and levels of authorized grazing will 
ensure that adequate amounts of vegetative cover, including stancing plant material and litter, 
remain after authorized use to support infiltration, maintain soil moisture storage, stabilize soils, 
allow the release of sufficient water to maintain system function, and to maintain subsurface soil 

ad conditions that support permeability rates and other processes appropriate to the site.” 
Maintaining adequate residual cover after grazing in consideration of nesting bird habitat should 
be part of these grazing practices. The FEIS should acknowledge this relationship and provide 
direction on this important consideration of livestock grazing for future allotment management 
plans. 
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| appreciate the opportunity to comment. Please contact me if you have questions on any of my 
concerns. 


Sincerely 


Len H. Carpenter 


cc: 
R. Sparrow, WMI 


wmi\let\newcaeis. wpd 
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Gary Johnson Kelly toxkhart 
Arca Manager, Newcastle Resourve Area Jackson 
1101 Washington Rouleward ——— 
wan 

Newcastle, Wyoming 82701 Dei Tunstey 
Worland 

Dear Mr Johnson johns Hester 


Acchae 


. . _  Aleee Beasicy 
Following are our comments on the Diaft Enviconmenal bypact Sutement of the Second. Resnvediiy 


Dealt of the Newcastle Resvurce Management Plan from the BLM Newcastle Kesource Arca 


We would like to cxpress our appreciation to the Newcastle RA officials for ther efforts 
during the last four years to involve the public in the planung of thus EIS) Thew nutes, 
mectings, and tours aided the awareness of olyectives and concerns by both the public and 11M 
oicuwls These efforts secreased the understanding of critical sssues and resulted in sounder 
decisions that will benefit both the natural resources of the affected area and the peuple affected 
hy those decaons, The success of these ellurts remlorces the wnportance of federal ofTicials 
workin: with ranchers, farmers, landowners, natural scsource leaders, local government officials, 
and other affected publics to determine concerns and objectives before and during plan 
development the success of thus Scoond Draft ELS os a testimomal to the success of thes 
collabotative process We can not overemphasize the umportance of this collaburation 


We deluntely agree with the HIM to not declare the Lance Crowk Fuss Area as an Area 
vf Crtwal Environmental Concern 11M officials are correct to nute the minuscule number and 
we ol federal parcels of land wm this area relative to the large number and az¢ of private lands, 
many of which landiock the federal parcels We further agree with the absence of signage We 
beheve this decision es on the best interests of the bosses thal oved to be protected as well as the 
people who will be affected by these decnrons Given the small nuenber and sizes of BLM 
parcels, we beheve that 11M officials and landowners, working in concert with each other, can 
Jo far more tv protect these fowls than whatever protection the ACEC designation would 
acheve tn fact, the ACC desagnation and resulting pubhonty would do far more to harm these 
fossils than protect them 


We beheve strongly that the economic mmpact of agnoulture for this arca needs to be 
updated and beter reflected m the final EIS Statistics compiled by the Wyoming Agricultural 
Statistics Service show that total livestock and crop markets mw 1998 (the last year for which 
Matistics are available) for the three counties allocted by the Newcastle RMP equal over $04 
million This one-year total of $64 nullion is particularly synuticant for thes rural area and reflects 
a far greater economic impact Most, if not all, livestock aod crops raised im this area are sold 


Our re seonns ty axe the crizens of Wyoming to 
O fve sale and heathy tees @ promiie ved presveren ont agra ulti al community § be respunsitite Mowards 
ot ene natural cosas | achrove mtregiity the market place 
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out Of siate Thus, these sales emport valuable out-of-state dollars into tbe local nasal ccononnes 
Subsequent purchases of supplies, equipincal, fuod, lothung, and uther essentials by Carinets and 
ranchers in the local area tigger a fecurtmg tuin-over of these out-of-state dollars mm these rural 
communities These essential and traditvonal sales and purchases would not be possible without 
public lands grazing on these allotments. The proposed Newcastlc KMP has direct and vital 
effects upon the quality of life for agriculture producers and thew farniles, and, thus, upon the 
economy and well-being of the communities in this areca Given the vital econonac impact of 
agriculture and the turn-over of out-of-state dollars wm the local ecunvmues that muliphes the $64 
million in cash recespts several umes, and given the relative dearth of other sources of significant 
revenues in this arca, we belicve strongly that these agricultural economic effects have far greater 
wmpact than reflected wn the Draft EIS Thus wnpact needs to be added tu the EIS 


The recent tout of the Lance Creek surface management area graphically ilustiated the 
nced for an active and cffoctive weed management plan bor tins area Again, wolated parcels 
complicated weed control efforts However, that problem pomts out the need for dedicated, 
coordinated effors by local weed and pest district uflicials, BLM ollicials, and landowners to 
develop and unplement an integrated weed control program for the Newcastle Resource Area 
This program alsy deserves a very high priority 


Finally, the plan appropriately notes the isolated and ollen landivehed parcels ol BLM 
lands that are scattered im all too many areas of the Newcastle Resauce Area These movated., 
landlocked parcels spothyht an overnding need for land exchanges to consolidate buth these 
parcels and alYected deeded lands These exchanges can and should be made in the best interests 
of the natural resources and the management of those resources by 141M officials and landowners 
We strongly recommend that land exchanges be piven a very hiyh priority and that this pivority be 
reflected in the FIS Fossils would be better protected, weeds would be better controlled, the 
public at large would be better served, and landowners and BLM ollicials alike could more 


cificrently manage the respective properties 


Summary We complanent the Newcastle RA officials on ther efforts to valve the 
public in the planning process and the resulting umprovements in this RMP, which underscore the 
vital value of collaboration with affected publics by federal officials before and during the 
development uf thew plans We unequivocally agrve with the withdrawal of the ACFC status for 
the Lance Creek area We strongly recommend that the EIS more accurately depsct (1) the 
tremendous economic mportance of agriculture wm this predominantly rural area, (2) the need for a 
dedicated, coordinated weed management plan, and (4) a plan to facilitate land exchanges in the 
best interests of the resources, the public, BILM officials, and landowner 


Sincerely, 


7 Ron Michel 
Director 
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“DIVISION OF CULTURAL RESOURCES 


State Histonc Preservation Office 
_ Barrett Burling 

230! Central Ave 

Cheyenne, WY 82002 


(307) 777-7697 
FAX (307) 777-6421 


June 3, 1998 


Wyoming State Clearinghouse 

Office of Federal Land Policy ATTN: Julie Hamilton 
Herschier Building, 3W 

Cheyenne, WY 82002 


RE Newcastle Resource Management Plan, Second Draft Environmental Impact Statement (State 
ID No. 89-087), SHPO #1089RCM016 


Dear Ms. Hamilton 


Staff of the State Historic Preservation Office have reviewed the above refzrenced document as it 
pertains to cultural resources We appreciate having the opportunity to comment. In our previous 
review of the first draft of the Resource Management Plan Environmental Impact Statement for Public 
Lands in the Newcastle Resource Area (reference our letter of January 12, 1994) we stated that the 
Preferred Alternative presents a favorable management plan fer the protection and preservation of 

archaeological and historic sites. It appears that there have been no significant changes in the revised 
a draft that would alter our opinion. We note that under the description of Cultural Resources in the 
Affected Environment section of the document, the Description and Summary has not been updated 
to reflect more recent site information. The Class I overview dates to 1989 and is now nearly 10 years 
old. It would be beneficial to have more recent data available regarding the nuraber of sites currently 
known and their eligibility status in order to compare the statistics. We wondered why this information 
was not updated in the second draft? 


Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on the Newcastle Resource Management Plan. If you 
have any questions please do not hesitate to contact me or Judy Wolf, Deputy SHPO at 307-777-6311 


Sincerely, 
mel, Gk 
i; 


John T. Keck | 
State Historic Preservation Officer | 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
Gene Bryan, Director 


THE STATE OF WYOMING 
Jim Geringer, Guvernor 
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DIVISION OF STATE PARKS & HISTORIC SITES 


. : 
122 West 25th Sereet. Herschicr Buildine. Furst Floor East. evenne. W) B20). (07) 777-4323. Fax. 777-447? 


MEMORANDUM 


TO: Wyoming State Clearinghouse 
FROM: Jeff Hauff, Planning & Grants Manager —/ bs bar 4. 


j 


4 


DATE: June 15, 1998 


SUBJECT: Newcastle Resource Management Plan, SIN#89-087 


COPIES: N/A 


| Lands involved with Keyhole State Park are administered by the U.S. Department of the Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation, Dakotas Area Office and are managed for recreational use under 
a agreement with the Wyoming Dept. Of Commerce, Division of State Parks & Historic Sites. The 
Surface Ownership Map included with the document should so indicate Bureau of Reclamation 

| ownership of the Keyhole Reservoir area. 
| 


DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE | 
Gene Bryan, Director 


THE STATE OF WYOMING 
Jim Geringer, Governor 
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June 18, 1998 


WER 5837 

Bureau of Land Management 

Newcastle Resource Area 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
Newcastle Resource Management Plan, 2nd 
Draft 

SIN: 89-087 


Wyoming State Clearinghouse 
Office of Federal Land Policy 
ATTN: Jule Hamilton 
Herschler Building, 3S W 
Cheyenne, Wy 82002 


Dear Ms. Har ulton 


The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the 2nd Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan, 
Newcastle Resource Area. We offer the following comments. 


Prairie Dc g Control: In Table 2-1, under both the Livestock Grazing Management and 
Wildlife Habitat Management Sections, there are statements relating to praizie dog 
control. One of these statements indicates prairie dog control will not be allowed on 
Bureau-administered lands unless the animals are causing resource damage or present a 
human health/safety hazard. A distinction needs to be made somewhere within the 
document between large scale control efforts and hunting/shooting. As currently read, 
the statement could potentially preclude sportsmen from hunting prairie dogs on Bureau- 
administered lands under the auspices that it represents a type of “control effort” 


Off-Road Vehicles; Under the ORV Use and Designations section on page 96, the plan 
should mention potential penalties that may be incurred for disregarding off-road travel 
restrictions. In addition, the third paragraph states; ‘Vehicle travel off existing roads and 
trails can be authorized to accomplish necessary tasks...’ This statement should be 
clarified as to what constitutes a ‘necessary task’. We suggest off-road restrictions would 
be more effective if ‘necessary off-road travel’ required a written permit or approval from 
the Bureau 


Big Game Population Figures: Table 3-23 on page 113 outlines several 1989 postseason 
population estimates and objectives for big game herd units included in the Resource 
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Ms. Julie Hamilton 
June 18, 1998 -2 
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Area. Many of these figures have changed since 1989. Updated information is listed 





below 
1996 1996 
Herd Unit Postseason Populaticn Population Objective 
ANTELOPE 
North Black Hi!'s 10.277 14,000 
South Black Hills 2,309 3,000 
Thunder Basin 6.985 8,000 
Lance Creek Antelope 26,016 27,000 
MULE DEER 
Black Hills 21,592 20,000 
Thunder Pasin 17,201 13,000 
Lance Creek Mule Deer 15,709 18,000 
ELK 
Cc Black Hills unknown 500 
Rawhide Elk 90-110 40 
WHITE-TAILED DEER 
Black Hills 29.027 40,000 
Thunder Basin WTD unknown 1,750 


Hunt Area/Herd Unit Boundaries: In addition '« che population changes since 1989, 
several hunt area and herd unit boundaries hive changed. These boundary changes render 
maps 3-12 and 3-18 obsolete. Specifically, elk areas 3, 116 and 117 on map 3-12 have 
changed. The new descriptions for the areas are as follows: 


Elk area 3. Beginning at the intersection of U.S. Highway 20 and U.S. Highway 85 in 
the town of Lust, southerly along U.S. Highway 85 to U.S. Highway 26 at the town of 
Lingle; westerly along said highway to the North Platte River; northerly and westerly up 
said river to Interstate Highway 25, northerly along said Interstate to U.S. Highway 20, 
easterly along said highway to the intersection of U.S. Highway 20 and U.S. Highway 85 
in the town of Lusk 


Elk area 116. Beginning where the Belle Fourche River intersects the Wyoming-South 
Dakota state line, southerly along said line to Interstate Highway 90; southwesterly along 
said highway to U.S. Highway |4 at the town of Moorcroft; northeasterly along said 
highway to Wyoming Highway 24; northerly along said highway to the Belle Fourche 
River in the town of Hulett; northeasterly and southeasterly down said river to the 
Wyoming-South Dakota state line 


Elk area 117. Beginning where Interstate Highway 90 crosses the Wyoming-South 
Dakota state line; southerly along said line to the Black Hills National Forest boundary; 
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westerly along said boundary to U.S.F.S. Road 863, southeriy along said road to the 
Moskee Road; southeasterly along .S.F.S. Road 807 to the Wyoming-South Dakota 
state line; southerly along said line to .S. Highway 16; northwesterly along said 
highway to Interstaie Highway 90. northeasterly along said highway to the Wvoming- 
South Dakota state line 


These changes also impact Map 3-18 (the elk herd unit boundary map) 


The antelope herd unit boundaries on Map 3-18 have also changed. The Thunder 
Basin Antelope Unit now only includes antelope hunt area 7. Antelope hunt area 6 has 
been incorporated mito the Lance Creek Herd Unit 


Sage Grouse Leks: On map 3-20, a number of sage grouse lek and nesting areas are not 
plotted. To insure an accurate accounting of sage crouse leks. these sites should be 
reviewed with Wyormng Game and Fish personne’ prior to publication of the final EIS 


Old Growth: Under the Preferred Alternative (Forest Resource Management), the 
Department recommends forested areas on public lands be managed to maintain 
approximately 10%. old growth, instead of the 5% suggested by the preferred alternative 
Old growth forests are one of the most limiting habitat types in forested areas nation- 
wide, and should be promoted as much as possible 





Thank you for the opportunity to comment 


Sincerely, 


| 
Ae Ai ‘ ; 
Dbl A lhthis 
BiLL WICHERS 
DEPUTY DIRECTOR 


BW TC:as 
cc USFWS 
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MEMORANDUM 


TO: Julie Hamilton, Wyoming State Clearinghouse 
FROM: Gary B. Glass, P.G., State Geologist 


SUBJECT: Newcastle Resource Management Plan (Second Draft! (State 
Identifier # 89-087) 


First, we want to go on record as supporting the Bureau of Land 
Management's (BLM's) decision to not make the Lance Creek fossil area an 
ACEC (page 1). This is an appropriate decision as there are adequate 
protections for the fossils in this area without this designation. We also 
support the decision to not place interpretive signs regarding the fossils in 
this area (pages |-2). 


It is, however, very difficult to comment on the remainder of this document 
because so much of it is outdated. This is particularly true for the 
information and data on mineral resources found on pages 70-80, pages 

a 101-102, and in Appendices H and I. For examples, much of the 
information on oi! and gas on page 71 and in Appendices H and I has not 
been updated since the first draft of this document, which was issued in 
1993 using data through 1989 


In regard to bentonite, this document does not recognize the more recent 

b recovery of this industry related to its new markets as kitty litter, as a binder 
in taconite pellets, and in environmental cleanup and containment. In fact, 
the bentonite industry is approaching record levels of production. 


There is no mention that the Bear Lodge Pluton contains the largest 
resource of thorium and rare earth mineralization in the U.S., of the uranium 
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resources of the Bear Lodge Pluton., of the potential for diamond-bearing 
kimberlite, or of the occurrences of fluorite, chemical-grade limestone. 
decorative and dimensional stone, and zeolites. 


Socioeconomics for the Resource Area have to be based on more current 
minera!] resource information and more recent forecasts than provided in 
these sections. We can provide some of this information if the BLM 
contacts us. This includes relatively current maps of oil and gas, coal, 
stones for this area of the State, which should help improve the mineral 
resource discussions since these maps are not cited as sources of 
information in this draft of the EIS. 


The stratigraphic nomenclature chart (Figure 3-6) on page 76 is from a 
1968 guidebook by the Wyoming Geological Association and does not 
include the latest interpretations for nomenclature in the area of the Black 
Hills uplift, Hartville uplift, and the eastern Powder River Basin. The 

Nomenclature Chart published by the Wyoming State 
Geological Survey in 1993, as Map Series 41, is a more up-to-date version 
to use and cite. There are some significant discrepancies between this 1993 
chart and the 1968 chart, especially in the Cretaceous and Tertiary portions 
of the stratigraphic column. 


On Map 3-2 in the back of this document, is the dashed line, which is 
identified as a structure contour on the base of the Fall River Formation, a 
structure contour? 


If tere are questions on our comments, please direct them to the appropriate 
member of our staff or to me. Rod De Bruin is our oil and gas expert; Ray 
Lyman is our coal geologist; Dan Hausel can answer questions on metals 
and precious stones; and Alan Ver Ploeg can discuss the general geology of 
the area and the paleontology. 
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July 20, 1998 


Gary Johnson, Newcastle Resource Ares Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 

1101 Washington Blvd 

Newcastle, WY 82701 


Dear Gary: 


This office provided the Newcastle Resource Management Plan, 2nd Draft Environmental impact 
Statement, to all affected state agencies for their review, in accordance with State Clearinghouse procedures 
Specific comments from the Wyoming Game & Fish Department, State Historic Preservation Office, State 
Parks & Historic Sites, Public Service Commission, and State Geological Survey are attached for your 
Cheyenne briefing and the on-site tour are incorporated below. 


Because Bureau of Land Management (BLM) holdings in this area tend to be small, scattered 
parcels with no public access, the State does not support designating the ent re National Natural Landmart 
as an Area of Critical Savironmental Concern (ACEC). Nor do we support such a designation for parcels 
without public access. Believing that smaller, discrete, and well-defined a cas can be managed more 
effectively than large, poorly-defined areas, the State would encourage you :nd your staff to consider adding 
the land exchange proposed by the landowners to the list of alternatives in the Final Environmental impact 
Statement. Such a land swap could consolidate BLM and private land ownership, simplifying management 
of both, and acquire for BLM a discrete parce! of land which has public access and easily-visible dinosaur 
fossils. We suggest that, should such a land exchange occur, the resultant fossil location be designated ar 
an ACEC with anticipated significant public visitation, and managed accordingly. 


If BLM retains ownership of the three parcels in this area which currently have public access, the 
State suggests that BLM conduct an on-the-ground paleontological survey of those specific sites prior to 
ACEC designation of any of those parcels. Such a survey would complement the current GIS modeling 
work, and would determine if there is truly a need to designate any of those areas as ACECs 


The State is very appreciative of the extensive and ongoing efforts of your staff to involve the State 
and the public in this planning process) We know well that those efforts are resource-imtensive relative to 
budgets and man-hours. The gratification of seeing formerly -conflicted interests discovering common goals. 
and the wansfers of knowledge and values among ail! the interests, has hopefully “reimbursed” the 
investments of you and your staff 


Thank you for this opportunity to comment 


Cat Bae 
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PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION 


DATE: JUNE 29, 1998 


RE BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT NEWCASTLE RESOURCE 
MANAGEMENT PLAN, SECOND DRAFT, STATE IDENTIFIER NO. 89-087 





Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the referenced matter. The 
Commission requests that no unreasonable restrictions be placed on the provision of 
utility service or on the construction of utility and pipeline facilities as a result of the 
development or implementation of the referenced pian 


The Commission would prefer that the Bureau of Land Management avoid 
mandatory undergrounding of electrical utility facilities as a management objective. The 
cost of constructing, operating and maintaining underground lines is generally higher 

a than the cost of comparable overhead facilities and the reliability is not as good. The 
Commission's general policy is that those who cause the higher costs of 
undergrounding electrical lines should pay the difference. If the additional costs are not 
borne by those who cause them, the rate payers of the affected utility would be unfairly 
discriminated against when burdened with paying the additional costs 


The Commission requests that, in cases involving oil and gas leasing, the 
b Bureau of Land Management not restrict the construction of utility and pipeline facilities 


necessary for the exploration and production of oil and gas 
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The Commission requests that, when the Bureau of Land Management sells 
or exchanges lands, the rights of the utilites and pipeline operators holding right-of-way 
easements from the private land owner and right-of-way grants from the Bureau of 
Land Management be protected. The Commission suggests that the private land 
owners acquiring Bureau of Land Management lands give new right-of-way easements 
to the utilities and pipeline operators for their existing facilities, and that, when the 
Bureau of Land Management _acquires private lands, it issue new right-of-way grants to 
the utilities and pipeline operators for their existing facilities. 


managing the construction should contact and coordinate with the utilities and pipeline 
operators serving and otherwise present in the area to prevent contact with and 
damage to utility and pipeline facilities. If it becomes necessary for utility or pipeline 
facilities to be modified or relocated, the cost of modifying or relocating any utility and 
pipeline facilities to accommodate construction, should be borne by the Bureau of Land 
Management or those berefitting from the construction. If these costs are not borne by 
the Bureau of Land Management or those benefitting from the construction, those costs 
would fall unfairly on the rate payers of the affected utility or pipeline. 


When the Bureau of Land Management undertakes prescribed burns or 
applies a let burn policy, it should make every effort to protect utility facilities in and near 
the burn area from fire and related damage. If such damage occurs, the cost of 
repairing or replacing such facilities should be borne by the Bureau of Land 
Management. Such costs, if not paid by the Bureau of Land Management, would fall 
unfairly upon the rate payers of the affected utility. If you have any questions about the 
location or characteristics of the utility facilities in the proposed burn area, whether they 
are located above or below ground, please contact the involved utility or utilities directly. 


The Bureau of Land Management should make provisions requiring those 
with timber operations to contact and coordinate with the utilities and pipeline operators 
serving or otherwise present in the area to prevent contact with and damage to utility 
and pipeline facilities. This should also apply to those clearing future rights-of-way. 
Consideration should also be given to the establishment of utility corridors through 
timbered areas, with maintenance of cleared areas for construction. 


The Bureau of Land Management and the utilities using the forest should make 
every effort to prevent trees from falling onto utility lines. Forest fires have been known 
to be caused by trees falling into electrical utility lines and such fires should be 


Where construction is undertaken, the Bureau of Land Management or those 
| prevented 


if you should have any questions regarding this matter, piease let me know. 











JUNE 8, 1998 

BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 

PUBLIC HEARING, CROOK COUNTY COURTHOUSE, SUNDANCE, 
WYOMING 

Commencing atl the approximate hour of 7:00 p.m. 


Gary Johnson, Hearing Officer, presiding. 


AYD 











MR. JOHNSON: Welcome, everyone, to the 
session. First, I would like to bring out the point 
that this is not the place to argue or discuss or answer 
questions, this is time set aside for official 
statements for the record, and our purpose is to receive 
comments. 

I want to introduce you to the group. Jack 
Hanson is the team leader, Shelley Peele is a team 
member, and I am Gary Johnson, the area manager at New 
Castle. We also have Jude Carino with us from the 
district office as public affair representative. 

This is the first draft EIS for the 
Newcastle RMP issued September, 1993. So that all 
interested persons would have an equal opportunity to 
review and comment, it was decided to update the 
document and reissue a second draft of the EIS 

In this document, there are four 
alternatives for management of the public lands. It’s 
important to note that public lands include not only the 
Federal land surface administered by BLM, but aso the 
Federal mineral estate. 

From the first draft, we sorted out what we 
considered 11 concerns. And from those 11 concerns, 
we've developed four major issues, and the document 


addresses these. 
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The concerns are Lance Creek Fossil area 
ACEC proposal, interpretive signs and displays about 
fossils placed on BLM-administered public lands in the 
Lance Creek fossil area, BLM responsibilities on the 
split-estate lands, interpretation that livestock 
grazing is a surface disturbance, proposal to establish 
the Stateline special recreation management areas 
detriment to all interests and uses in the area, access 
to BLM-administered public lands is lacking and whether 
or not increased access to public lands would adversely 
affect private lands and private landowners, whether or 
not the BLM-administered public lands in the resource 
area need more identifying signs, public land sales and 
exchanges are too time-consuming and costly, whether or 
not federal oil and gas leases should be more 
restrictive, whether or not policy changes in the wild 
and scenic rivers review process will change the outcome 
of the review-threatened and endangered (T&E) or 
sensitive species. 

From those concerns, we developed four 
major issues. No. 1, retention or disposal of public 
lands; 2, surface disturbance; 3, special management 
areas; and 4, control of prairie dogs on 


BLM-administered lands. 


The formal comment period for this issue of 
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7 
the RMP began April 24, 1998 and ends on July 23, 1998. 


Written comments can be sent to the Newcastle Resource 
Area office. We have additional copies of the RMP 
available if anyone wants them. 

In our presentation, we have ground rules. 
One person speaks at that time, give name and who you 
represent, one representative for an organization. And 
atime limit if needed. Tonight, since we haven’t had 
any comment, we don’t need a time limit. 

One of the things we’re counting as part of 
the record is the sign up book. We encourage that 
everyone sign up so it’s on the record that you did 
attend the meeting. 

Basically, that’s it. One other thing, we 
will stay here until 9 o’clock in case someone wants to 
give a comment. 

(Meeting concluded at 


9:00 p.m.) 











State of Wyoming, ) 


County of Laramie } 


I, Catherine M. Moriarity, a Professional 
Shorthand Reporter for the State of Wyoming, do hereby 
certify that I reported by machine shorthand the 
proceedings contained herein and that the foregoing 


pages 2 through 4 constitute a full, true and correct 


transcript. 


Dated this 7th day of July, 1998. 








Catherine MV. Marans. 
CATHERINE M. MORIARITY 


Court Reporter 


My commission Expires July 8, 1998. 
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PROCEEDING S: 

HEAKING OFFICER JOHNSON: Could everybody 
please take their seat. We're about ready to get 
Started. Are we ready? 

First {f all, good evening. And the people 
from BLM are really glad to be here. And we are glad 
that you are here. First thing I want to do is -- 
very first thing I want to do is thank Jim Kruse and 
those folks who helped Lo set this meeling up 
tonight, did a very, very good job. And we 
appreciate that. 

And secondly I would like to introduce 
myself and the other people here from BLM. My name 
is Gary Johnson. It am a the area manager, Newcastle 
resource area. Jack Hanson is the RMP leader. 
Shelley Peele is an RMP team momber. Where is 
Shelley? Right there. Jude Carino is helping us 
with public affairs from the Casper district. And 
Lorie Briant is here, the paleontologist also out of 
uur Casper district. And tonight we have Gust 
Hatanelas who is our court reporter. 

Just real quickly, as you probably know, 
read the papers, we've had open houses and public 


moetings now in all three of the counties. We had 


Crooke County Monday night, Newcastle Tuesday night 
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and tonight here. 

The purpose of this meeting we're not here 
to argue, Or discuss, Of answer questions. The open 
houses were intended for that. And I invite anybody 
and everybody if you have a problem, you are welcome 
tu come to the office. You know, this is an 
opportunity tor you to be able to comment, but please 
don’t think this is only opportunity until comment 
period closes, we certainiy welcome any thoughts that 
you have. 

For this meeting we're here to receive 
comments and to allow you to make an official 
Statement for the record. And everything we will 
record and be part of the record. And there will be 
a transcript of this meeting tonight. Just a real 
briet summary ot what's happened with this RMP first 
draft that the Newcastic RMP issued September 1993. 

So that all interested persons would have 
an equal opportunity to review and comment, we 
decided to update the document and reissue it as a 
second draft which will we have -- which is what you 
have right now. 

In the second draft we have four 


alternatives for management of the public lands. 


rhis includes not only federal land surface 
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administered by BLM, but also the Federal Xineral 
states. 

As a result of our review and of the first 
draft and comments we have 11 concerns in the new 
drait. From these ll conce:ins we have developed four 
major issues and { wil!) read you the concerns and 
issues. 

Loncercn number one, the ACEC proposal. 
Concern number two, inlerperative signs and displays 
about fossils placed on BLM administered public lands 
in the Lance Creek fossil area. Three, BLM'‘s 
responsibilitics on split of state lands four the 
interpretation that Livestock grazing is a surface 
disturbance. five, the proposal to establish the 
state hand as official recreation management area, 
and it's potential detriment to all interested users 
in the area. Six, access to BLM administered public 
jands is lacking and whether or not increased access 
to public lands would adversely affect private lands 
and private landowners. Seven, whether or not BLM 
administered public lands in the resvuurce area need 
more identifying signs. Eight, public land sales and 
exchanges too time consuming and costly. Nine, 


whether or not federa) otl and gas land leasing 


should be modified. 10, whether or not policy 
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changes while the ceview process changes the outcore 
of the review. And lil threatened and endangered or 


sensitive species, of these we devel ped four major 


1Sssues. Number one, reslriction or dist sai of 
public lands. Number two, surface disturbance. 


Number three, special management areas. And number 
four, control of prairie dogs on BLM administered 
public lands. 

rhe tormal comment period for the second 
draft of the RMP began on Apri! 24, 1998. And it 
will end only July 23, 1998. Written comments can be 
sont to the Newcastle resource area and we certainly 
welcome them. Addilional Cupies of the dratt are 
over there. J think we have some more in the 
vehicles if you need them. We have them at oul 
office if you need a copy. 

| am gotng to ask that we have a few ground 
rules tor this meeting so that we can make it work in 
m Orderly manner. First, I ask that anyone that 
makes a comment please come to the podium and do 6&0. 
And one of the reasons tor that is that the court 
Lteporter can transcribe your commentt and we have 
some order. 


Secondly, one person at a time at the 


podium. 








I third, please stale your name and who you 
4 represent when you ome up to yaments. whether it 
; be yourself r an organization 

‘ rourth, we would preter to have one 

represenlalive per ryanizatlion, it that’s the 

a situalion heirs 

7 Fifth, we've been trying to set a time 

R fimit. And [| don’t know how well that's working. 

9 what | have done Lhe at the last two meetings was to 
1) Sk for a4 tive minute Limit But we realiy didn't 
1] have much MuNy wmeOnLOLS. 
l2 l noticed that we might have a lot more 
lj tonight. I talked with the court reporter, all the 
14 peopie trom BLM are willing t stay past 9 o*clock. 
15 The coutl reportlel Maid that he would ais stay past 
16 300. 

L? wuld ask it you uld plee try to 
18 Limit yout mments to five minutes. if you can't, 
ly that’s fine too. Alter a certain point what I would 
20 ask you | Oo 18 maybe wait until the end of the 
2] meeting to tinish, depending upon how long your 
22 presentation is 
23 Thi is your meeting. So I am just trying 
24 to moderate md try to get u through it. 


25 | have noted here, but I don't think it 
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a~plies, so I will skip that one. iIt*s not a good 
ground cule. WLet’s see. And I guess one other thing 
l put down here, | @m not sure I want to do that, but 
I guess in the interest of orderly progressions of 
the meeting, Gepending on how many people comment, I 
guess I would ask a secund time to try to goal 
that It have is t lel everybody here make a cumment. 
But again I think with this idea in mind, we will 
stay os long 4s we need to. 

And basically that's the initial 
liscussion. lt am going to ask tour people | 
Lalked with Jim and he requested that tour people 
want to make commonts first. And that’s fine with 
me. Aiter those four people make comment first, I 
was going to go down the list. 

One other thing, | don’t Know if 
mentioned it Or nol, please Make Sure you sSidn. 
hecause that all of this becomes a part of the record 
and that's important for us, but atter that we can 
either go through the names of people or maybe have 
people hold their hands up and volunteer t ‘umment , 
whatever will suit you. Dut with that, again I thank 
you for your attendance. You know, for what it's 


worth, there was a4 lot more people trom Niobrara area 


than the Weston and Crook County. 


~4 











And wit": that I will go ahead and open the 

P Meeting up. And Cirst person T will ask to come and 

jive ‘est ly Vonna Rul! j 

} MS. RUFFING: Goud evening. Here we are 
four and 4 halt years later still trying to defend 

ur private property rights I wanted to show you 


shat has happened in four years. That is a lot of 


time on eveliybody’*: mart. Not only our’s but the 
7 7 } Z 


} BLM's. That's a lot ot taxpayer's money. It's a lot 
10 ot volunteer hours and hours that most of you haven't 
lj had. Actua'ly you weren't able to give those that 
12 time, bul you did and you stuck in there and that's 
13 why we're here today. 

14 Have we made any progress? Yes, we have. 
15 But uniting through the ospisus that‘s the Niobrara 
16 Resources Organizalion, we have stood up. Our 

17 concerns have been heard. They've been dully noted 

" and a l have been tavorably acted on. 

19 Farly on, the BLM recognized the fallacies, 
20 declaring the Lance Creek tossil area of critical 

Zi oncern, ACEC, the proposed areas of 351,360 acres 

2a con tod of 79.7 percent of deeded land. There is 
23 6.4 percent of state land and 13.9 percent is federal 
24 land. rhat’s 4° 840 acres, 33,720 acres of federai 


25 land is land locked. Leaving only 15,000 120 acres 














~~ 
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accessible. 

As a result, the BLM deleted ACEC 
designation from the ensuing drafts. 10 pages were 
submitted to the BLM Jetailing by payc, paragraph and 
line, the issues and concerns on every topic. And 
this was dune in covperation, consultation with the 
Niobrara County Resources Board. 

The BLM recognized the ambiguous language 
and the contradictory statements. The second draft 
has been cleaned up significantly. The second draft 
deals with federal suttace only. Prairie dog control 
and split estate to our satistaction. The ACEC 
designation has been eliminated and we can live with 
the threalened and endangered species now that it 
reflects to federal surtaces only. 

Our greatest concern at this point is the 
possibility of the ACEC being included in the final 
record of decision. The Sierra Club, the Wyoming 
Outdoor Council, the Wyoming Wildlife Federation, the 
National Wildlife Federation, the Greater 
Yellowstone Coalition are indicating the BLM with 
comments to declare the Lance Creek fossil creek area 
an ACEC. I dun't have access to their comments other 


than what was in the Casper Star Tribune. And I 


would Like tv quote some of their statements. 











“Lance Creek is in disparate need of 
2 pecial management . Investigated ali the NNLs that 
the Park Service has desiqnated, had substantial LM 
ind. This i iiy NNL in the Rocky Mountain 
- region.” That is not got good grammar. “ACEC 
lesignat The A sid not, as apveared 
lly, unt ft 1 Strict National Park designation 
with all iract resgulalion that entaiis that 


3 lesignatlion uld allow the BLM a procedural tool for 
10) ordering patrols of the area, marking the boundaries 
Li between public and private lands. Protect the 
1? fossils trom surtace disturbing activities. ACEC 
Ls designation would permit multiple-use activities ts 
L4 continue with some restriction to protect the fossil 


15 resourcs would d little, if anything, to augment 


1h LouUrism. These are still some quotas trom the 
L/ environmental :, The BLM went to t » tar in 
18 stripping the landmark ACEC status all together based 
19 on what amounts to mapping, the landowner getting out 
aU NN ' 

L's just ii) the National Histori 


2a Landmark de jmattion, there is nothing regulatory to 


this desiqnatliovoi her than it recognizes some values 


25 Local opposition to both designations is 
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il 
based om tear Lhal Lhe area is going to becume a 
national park and they are going to lose their land. 
[t just doesn’t make sense. 

Wyoming BLM is giving these people way too 
much credibitity in their decision-making process at 
the state level. Let's get real. The original 
resource management pian called for ACEC designation 
to be the entire NNL atea, the 351,360 acres 
including all of the deeded tand. There was no 
mistake. There was no mapping error. it was 
intentionai and the landowners did not overreact. 

It was discovered that the private property 
owners declined from participating in the original 
voluntary NNL designation in 1966. That the area was 
expanded in 1974 without the landowners knowledge 
that 84 of the 200 Landowners, the removal their land 
from the NN, designation. To date the Park Service 
has retused to honor this request the NNL, ACEC are 
not. symbiotic designations and governmental action 
has Consequehces. 

Special management I don’t think the 
‘ederal government could provide any additional 
special management The ltandowners in this area, in 


jpite of the Ledeial government have done more to 


protect the paleontologic resources. The landowners 
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would be 


agriculture 

At the ime Lime, 
substa ial BLM land ji iudi 
not ha bstantia i Land 
] = u 1 bt j ihe ae 
the BLM t uUbSLANLIAL®G® an iit 
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Each time we appethetically allow government 
interference, it leads to additional infringements. 


Pretty soon we have iost ail ( mtrol ana suT way of 


In the past tew years we have bserved the 


federal government arbitrarily declaring which would 


be necessary areas, historic and scenic rivers. 
Don’t presume to tell us about erroneous fear. We 
have stood up, expressed vur legitimate concerns and 


°F 


been recognized by the BLM as being credible. 

Over the past four years we have developed 
an adequate worling relationship, better than it was 
in prior years. | urge the BLM ti ontinue to 
recognice these credible concerns. To recognize our 
onstlitutional rightS a8 privale citizens and 
property owners. And my Niobrara County's right to 


participate a perating agency. l urge them to 


rhank you. 


HLARING OFFICER JOUNSON: hanks, 


Naext 7 ry iomiit a 


MR. HAMILTON: She said what I have to say. 


THE COURT: Okay. 
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Niobrara County total gross income in Niobrara County 
was 26.5. The next losest industrial Il don’t 
have thal one avait labis« In 1994 agriculturé 
comtribuled Smriili i in Niobrara Cvuunty. Oil and 
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HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: £=‘Tihhanks. 

Jim, that's the four people [ had on the 
list. So now if you want to hold up your hand if you 
would Likes to comment. 

! don't seem any hands. 

MR. PEASLEY: For the purpose of Lhe 
comment on the draft ELS, would you Like to know each 
individual's position on the proposed ACEC, whether 
or not they agree with your change? Or does that 
help or not? 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Excuse me. 

The way I look at it, any comment that we 
receive helps us. And [I welcome all comments. 

Did I answer your question or -- 

MR. PEASLEY: Yeah, I think it's really 
important. This fact this is part of the record so 
you don't have to write a letter, but if you are 
opposed to that ACEC desianation, if you agree with 
the BLM on the draft EIS, [T think it's important to 
give your name and position that you take there, 

It's just the same as writing a letter; is that 
right? 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Yes. 


In fact, any comment we listen to, 


including verbal comments and discussions, written 
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MR. JOHNSON: Don Johnson. I have a_ place 
in the ACEC. I am definitely opposed to it. 

WEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thanks. 

MR. PETERSON: I am Steve Peterson, a 
landowner in Niobrara County. I am opposed to the 
ACEC. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thanks. 

MR. GREER: IT am Andy Greer. [ am a Cattle 
rancher in the Lance Creek area. I am also opposed 
to the ACKC designation. 

MR. WADE: I am Pat Wade. I am opposed to 
ACEC designation. I am not a landowner, but I hold 
leases in this area. 

MK. ANDERSON: I am Gary Anderson. I ama 
landownet and | am opposed to the ACEC designation. 

MR. MILLER: I am Harold Miller. And I am 
also opposed. 

MR. JOHNSON: Artie Johnson. I ama 
landowner. I am opposed to it also. 

MR. KANT: Randy Kant, oil well operator. 

I am also opposed. 

MS. HARVEY: Donna Harvey. I am a 
landowner and I am quite relieved that this ACEC has 
been dropped from this EIS. 


MS. JOHNSON: [I am Carolyn Johnson. I ama 
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cattle ranch and Landowner also. I am very opposed 
to also the ACKC designation. 
MR. GUNN: I am Dale Gunn. IT am a rancher. 
Tr am opposed to the ACEC. 
MR. ROBB: I am Ray Robb and I am opposed 
to the ACEC. 


HEARING OFF TCER JOHNSON: Do you want to -- 


MR. ROB: Yes. I am a landowner. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: tor the 
record, 

MR. HAMILTON: fF am Tom Hamilton, 
commissioner and landowner. TT am also opposed to the 
ACEC. 


HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thanks. 

MR. STEWART: i am Ron Stewart, the current 
representative from this district in the Wyoming 
legislature. 1 urge to you stick with this second 
draft. 1 utge you to heed the comments of the 
Niobrara County Commissioners to hold on to the 
second draft. We do oppose ACEC here. 

I woulu also ltike to second the comments of 
Mr. Hanson about what Agriculture contributes to our 
areas. I would Like to see these clarified. 

MR. SMITU: lL am Claude Smith, a 


Landowner. Tt am opposed to ACEC, but I would also 
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Like to second your comments. 

{ think probably this draft after really 
reading the first one and studying it, J think you 
have done a real job on the second draft. And it 
isn't pertect for everybody, but it can't be. I 
think you have done a good job of balancing the 
issues and being open. And I appreciate that and I 
thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thank you. 

MR. JAMES: IT am Richard James, county 
commissioner. Used to be a landowner, but I am with 
the other commissioners that we were definitely 
against the ACEC, 

HEARING OF FLCER JOHNSON: Thanks. 

Any more comments? 

MR. BAYNE: Gary Bayne. For the record, I 
guess I would like to also say that I support 
Danny Hanson and Ross Dierck in this clarification as 
far as getting the tigures correct on agriculture and 
the economics involved. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: ‘Thanks. 

MS. LANDERT: I am Shirley Landert. From 
the very beyinning when this came down the pike, I 
think we all were in a little in amazement that 


something could be coming from the BLM office because 

















we felt. like you have always worked with us and 
everything. And the fitst original draft just blew 
us all out of the saddle. 

Ll really feel that just glancing through, 
having seen Lhis buvok for the first time tonight, I 
really think that there has been a lot of work done. 

Our opposition has been recognized. You 
people in the BLM office have recognized the fact 
that we have got to make a living. We have to live 
within the regs that we can and honor your rules and 
regulations thal makes it beneficial for all 
involved. 

And I really feel that tHe ACEC is not 
really necessary and I am opposed to it. 

HEARING OFFICER JONNSON: Thank you. 

Any move comments? 

(No audible response. ) 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Give you another 
couple of minutes. 

We are interested in comments and it 
appears maybe that most folks have commented. One 
thing I've learned tonight is some people like to 
comment from the audience and less hard for us. I 
suppose if there is not any more comments -- again, 


this is your meeting. The purpose of it is for you 


H70 




















6 


=~ 


20 


26 
Lo comment, but it appears that every one has kind of 
Said what they wanted to say. 

Soe if there is not anything else, 1 kind of 
give one last chonce, and if not we will close the 
meeting. 

MR. SWANSON: My name is Stan Swanson. I 
am a landowner. I have got one question. 

J was at your office in New Castle the 
other I believe the final comments for this are 
due in by the 9th of July. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: No. July 23. 

Jack? 

MR. HANSON: Right. 

MR. SWANSON: So July 23 everything has to 
be in by then? 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Yes. I again 
stress to every one that any time you talk with us 
that's a comment, we want you to do that. As far as 
the record gues, that's when it stops, but any time 
you have any thoughts about it, sharing with us up 
until that point, we will listen to what people have 
to say. I don't know if you wants to say this here, 
tell them about the tour on the 9th of July. 

Jack, what do yuu think? 


MR. HANSON: Yeah, that would be good, 
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HEARING OFFLCER JOHNSON: If we don't have 
any more Comments, what I would Like to do then is 
tell you about the tour. And the way I tell people 
things is let someune else. I would like 
Lorie Bryant, vur paleuntologist come up in general 
and discuss it. And I will talk a Little bit about 
it. As you know, there is an opposing point of view 
on ACEC. One of the things that spirit of BLM it’s 
working is to try to work with the public. When we 
saw the strong feelings people had, we decided to try 
to set up a tour. And we have been working on that 
real hard and we were trying to do that. I think 
we're kind of getting it to the point where we are 
about ready to do it we have some details, and I'm 
nol sure we haven't ironed everything out quite yet. 
We will let every one know, but any way, Lorie, would 
you come up and kind of talk about the tour. 

Jack, if you need to, would you also? 

MS. BRIANT: I am Lorie Bryant. I am the 
BLM paleontologist for Wyoming and several other 
states. 1 have learned a lot from this process. 
It's been a great learning experience for me. It 
sounds like it has been for you. 

Part of what we've been discussing is the 


opportunity not only to deal with the question of 














fossil resvurces on paper, but to have an opportunity 
tu take interested parties out to see what's actually 
on the ground. I'm not sure that we're at all final 
on how we ate going to do this. Gary's picked a date 
and I'll be continuing to work with Gary and other 
staff at Newcastle to put a tour together that will 
accommodate some questions and maybe give people some 
answers. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Jack. 

MR. HANSON: My name is Jack Hanson. I am 
the RMP team leader for the current project. 

In talking with Lorie about the tour, 
that's how it came about. Is just to explain the 
ACEC, what an ACEC is, what it does. It benefits the 
feasibility, given the specific resources available 
and the best way -- we decided the best way to do 
this its an on the ground visitation to determine and 
Lo express what it is we're trying to protect. 

So we've come up with a field tour to do 
this. The date on that is July 9th, but that's as 
close as we have come to specific details. We have 
kicked a lot of things around, penciled some things 
in. We don't have specific areas. We have been 
talking with Jim Kruse, Donna Ruffing concernirg 


pulling this thing together and that's as far as we 
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have it right now. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thanks, 

Jack. 

Donna, do you have any more discussion? 

M5. RUFFING: This is being put together 
particulacty for Lhe envitonmentalists and thuse 
people who teally don't understand what the situation 
is in vur county and whether those individuals will 
show up or not, we don't know. 

Sierra Club has been invited a number of 
times to come to Nivubrara County and they have 
neglected to feel that it was important to do so. Sv 
we may put it Logether, but I thought it would be 
kind of interesting because whenever I come to the 
Lance Creek area | always get lost and maybe somebody 
can show me where | am going. You know? 

And you might enjoy it, too. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thank you, 

Donna. 

Any more comments? Anything? Anyone else 
would like to say for the record while we have a 
court reporter here? 

And if not, one last time maybe I guess put 
it on the record, but I do support and encourage you 


to keep giving us your Comments. Keep letting us 


AY 











30 





J know what kind of job we're doing. And I want to 

2 thank some people that I have been working with over 
5 the last -- I was thinking I have been here [ think 

4 little over two years, I think? Yeah. No, maybe 

9 three years. Anyway, there is some people that I 

6 worked pretty closely with. Donna is one of them. 

7 Jim Kruse is another. There is Danny, county 

is commissioners. 1 also woulc Like to recognize The 

4 congressional delegation and I thank those folks. 

10 I think we are reaching a point wow where 

L! we are working together pretty good. But anyway, I 

12 want to thank those people. 

13 i want to thank all of you people for 

14 coming out Lonight. If there is nothing else, we 

15 will close the meeting. 

16 (No response. ) 

17 HEARING OFFICER JONNSON: Okay. Thanks. 

1K (The proceedings were concluded at the 

19 approximate hour of 7:45 p.m.) 

20 
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PROCEEDING S: 

NEARING OFFICER JONUNSON: Okay. Welcome. 

First I would like to introduce all of the 
BLM people who are involved in this tonight. I'm 
Gary Johnson I'm the area manager, Newcastle Kesource 
Area. Jack Hansun is the RMP team leader. 

Shelly Peel is The RMP team member. And Jude Carino 
is representing public affairs for us tonight. 
Welcome to you. 

The purpose of this session is not really 
to arguc, discuss or answer questions about the RMP. 
We've had an open house this week. We had an open 
house last night in Sundance, we had one today in our 
office, and an open house tomorrow night from 6:00 to 
7:00 in Lance Creek at the elementary school. 

The purpose of this is to make a statement 
for the record and to make comment on the RMP. Just 
4 brief summary of what's happened in this process. 
The first dratt EIS for the Newcastle RMP was issued 
September 1993. We've decided, so that all 
interested persons would have had an equal 
opportunity to review and comment, we have decided to 
update the document and reissue a second EIS. We 
have done now to those who need there are copies in 


the back basically presents four alternatives to the 
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Newcastle kKesource Area. Public lands include not 
only the federal iand service administered by the 
BLM, also the federal mineral land from the first 
draft. We took all the comments and the draft itself 
and came up with 11 concerns from that process. And 
out of those 11 concerns we've developed four major 
issues. 

The concerns are, number one, Lance Creek 
fossil area, ACEC proposal. Number two, 
interperative provisions as to the fossils on BLM 
administered public lands in the Lance Creek fossil 
area. Number three, BLM responsibilities on state 
lands. Number four, interpretation of livestock 
grazing as a surface disturbance. Number five, 
proposal to establish the state line special 
recreation management area and the possible detriment 
to all interest and uses in the area. Number six, 
access to BLM administered public lands is lacking 
and whether or not to increase access to public lands 
would adversly affects private lands and private 
landowners. Number seven, whether or not the BLM 
administered public lands in the resource area need 
more identifying signs. Number eight, public land 
sales, exchanges are too consuming and costly. 


Number nine, whether or not federal oil and gas 
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leasing should be more restrictive. Number ten, 
whether or not policy changes in the wild and sceenic 
review process will change the outcome of the review 
threatened and endangered or species. 

Must have lost count. Supposed to be ll. 

[ only come up with 10 here, but I have given you a 
copy of it -- of the concerns. 

Out of those concerns we developed four 
major issues. They are number one, retention or 
disposa] of public lands. Number two, surface 
disturbance. Number three, special management areas. 
And number four, control of prairie dogs on BLM 
administered public lands. 

The formal comment period for the second 
draft of the EIS began on April 24 of this year and 
ends July 23. Written comments are welcome and you 
can send them to our office. As I mentioned earlier, 
we've made some available copies for anyone who 
doesn't have a copy in the front. 

We've ceveloped some ground iules for the 
presentation, but I think that we can maybe be a 
little flexible with that. We didn't really know how 
many people would come tonight. 

First ground rule for this presentation 


would be one person speak at a time. And I ask that 
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anyone who gives testimony would please come up front 
here and do so. Secondly, ask that you give your 
name and who you represent, whether you are 
representing yourself or an crganization. If we had 
quite a large crowd, we were probably going to limit 
comment to one representative per organization and 
then if we had time, come back and let other people 
do so more. But fcom the looks of things, I think we 
can provably entertain all of the comments tonight. 
And again, we are going to set a time limit at this 
point in time. You know, go ahead and make your 
comment. If it looks Like we get quite a few people 
in, we might have to set a time limit on how much 
time is available. 

And I guess the last thing is that everyone 
please sign in. There is a sign-in book at the 
back. And again, if there is more time, we can let 
people talk, give comment ayain. And kind of looks 
like people sort of wondering in. So maybe if other 
folks come in, I might go through this again if 
people think we need it. 

But again, the purpose of this is to allow 
you to make comment. So at this point in time we 
could go in order of the people who came in and 


Signed the book. 
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So the first person 1 think -- Darryl, are 
you the first one? Sorry? You are welcome to make 
comment. 

MR. JOZWIK: Darryl Jozwik with American 
Coal Company. I just had a couple of real small 
comments. 

In appendix E, as tar as mitigation for 
surface disturbing activities, there is some items in 
here. Such as you don't want any disturbance within 
500 feet of surtace water or riparian area. And in 
here it says that you can get in exception waiver or 
modification of this limitation approved in writing. 
And I was just wondering that could be spelled out a 
little bit better as far as whether a permit or 
included within a plan of operations. Something 
along that Line. 

Then the only other comment that I had was 
dealing with the -- let's see if I can find it in 
here. When your dealing with the special status 
plant species, it says in here a search for the 
species would be required before allowing the surface 
disturbing activities. And I guess if a guy could 
get a little bit more what type of search would be 
reguired and by whom. 


And those are the only comments that I 
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had. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thank you. Next? 

Next? You ready. 

MR. HARSHBARGER: Weli, I quess I can be. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: We have plenty of 
time right here. 

Need to come up here and you can take more 
than five minutes. 

MR. HARSHBARGER: Well, okay. 

I'm Robert Harshbarger, rancher and 
president of the Weston County Farm Bureau. And I 
represent myself and members was my farm bureau. 

First off the great improvement from the 
draft of 19 -- 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: ‘93? 

MR. HARSIIBARGER: ‘93. I was going to say 
1906. 

So I have gone through and highlighted some 
things. So you might bear with me. And if I can go 
from the table 2-1, and I will try to be as brief and 
just make what my impressions are and so on, and get 
the started here, 

The first one that I have where I would 


like to suggest a change would be in the fire 
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management. You have restoration of burned areas 
would be any natural succession unless a special need 
is identified to prevent special resource damage. 

T would Like to see alternative B put in 
preferred alternate on this thing which says 
restoration of the burn areas would emphasized, 
restarting vegetative cover and prevent erosion that 
the plant species move into -- in other words we have 
a burned area and we really need the resource, we 
need help to get the resource started again. 
Particularly any area where we only have 12 inches of 
or less of rain fall a year needs some help. I don't 
mean you got to go out and water it. Species have 
been added possibly. 

Next one is on we don't have a page here 
for resource management... This is under -- to 
maintain diversity and the old growth after the 
forested areas on public lands would be managed to 
maintain approximalely 5 percent old growth. 

I guess where [ am coming from, I would 
just as soon see it stay under the no action 
alternative where old growth, the public service 
would not be maintained. And again this sort of 
follows what the Black Hills National Forest on their 


skaggs or dead trees and so forth. I believe that's 
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a jJittle bit high percent, not saying we don't need 
skaggs or we don't need dead trees, but I think that 
5 percent might be high. 

This is under the geology and mineral 
resource management. And your paleontelogy there is 
quite a long paragraph. Let's see, assessment, 
mitigation of impact to those resources might be 
required on that, the concordance with BLM policy. 
And if suspected fossil materials are the unoperated 
would be required to stop immediately. 

But anyway I like alternative B on complete 
inventory identifying formations be completed for the 
entire area and anything that's planned before we 
even suggest that they can come in and start digging 
that we get on that point there. Lands and royalty 
and management public Land surface only. 

Utility management actions, utility 
transportation system would be located adjacent to 
transportation systems whereever practical. I would 
like to move again going to alternative B and use 
utility course would be established on BLM 
administered public surface to include as being 
existing facilities as possible future right of ways 


would be routed through corridors whereever possible. 


And if I know where I am coming from in 
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regards current railroad problem that they 
maintain -- that they use the current. Anyway I 
think that alternative B is Little bit stronger on 
that aspect. 

On still water lands and royalty management 
as an alternative determined on case-by-case basis 
alternative easements would be pursued to provide 
access to public lands Lo support the objectives of 
other resource programs. Again I Like alternative B, 
no atlempl would be required to gain additicnal 
access to public lands as private landowner that the 
public lands within the ranch. We have to work 
things out, you know, but from that for access to 
public land. I would like alternative B. Livestock 
grazing and management on public lands surface only 
under your management actions. The authorized 
grazing use on the BLM administered public land 
surface would not exceed 48,818 animal units per 
month. 

Having set in the last year -- on the 
BLM the grazing thing, the Resource Advisory Counsel 
developed and so forth and as our programs move 
forward. And we when I say we, all of us as land 
managers pursue and develop our resource which is the 


forage and we improve it. I think that the time will 
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come that we will be able to increase AUMs. And I am 
of the opinion that in cases as we go un through here 
where we have in Metal Creek recreation, whatever it 
is, where we are going to lose some AUMs. What I am 
saying there should be no net loss of AUMs on the 
{federal lands at this time. And I think down the 
road the direction that we are going -- you people 
are going and we tanchers are going, I think that 
with the little bit of ingenuity and as we become 
more educated and so furth, that our lands will be 
able to sustlein anl have more AUMs. And we will not 
be degrading the system at all. 

So I have a put questionmark there. You 
don't have any other alternatives, but I have a 
questionmark and I think that they can be increased, 
80 not tomorrow, but duwn the road some time. 

I still have livestock grazing and 
management of course, we are going to get into the 
prairie dog area. Having close to a quarter of my 
ranch infested with prairie dogs both on my private 
land and on tederal lands both the national grass 
lands and BLM lands within the ranch boundaries, I 
find it very hard to say that we are going to say fo 
control. There would be no control of the size of 


the prairie dog town on public lands unless that the 














human health and safety threatened. So you have that 
in there. But alternative three, prairie dog towns 
would not be allowed to exceed the size of the town 
as of October one of ‘92. 

This is how I do I want to put this, but I 
called it my range lanu enhancement program, going on 
with ranches and this summer we have a number of 
recreational shvoters on the ranch. And for this is 
our seventh summer now. And for the first five 
summers -- four summers I Lhought we had stabilized 
our prairie dog towns and population. The last two 
summers and springs have been very good grass years. 
I am having another good grass year this year and my 
prairie dogs population is exploding and they are 
moving. They are moving Beyond the towns and there. 
One thing, they are coming into my hay meadows which 
is not to my best interests. And I don't know where 
I can bring in more range hand enhancement personnel. 
We are pretty well booked solid for our period of 
time which will run this program from Memorial Day 
through Labor Day. So I, in essence, have been 
managing my prairie dog population this past year 
because these folks give our ranch what I word, cash 


flow during the period of Lime that we do that. 


Otherwise don't generate cash for the ranch. It's 
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13 
been working out very good fer us. Working out very 
good for the recreational shooter. 

That was another thing I did notice and I 
may have missed that in your draft for this document 
here that came out a couple of three years ago. You 
mention that recreational shooting would not be 
considered as a source of control. And 1 would like 
to see that remain in this document here. And ¢s we 
talk about that, the clientele that I have coming in, 
we know what they are doing ~- we know that they are 
selective and we know that they were careful and -- 
versus the other means of control, which is basically 
poisoning of them which is nonselective of the 


species. 

And so now I could probably let people come 
in late March and April, and then work on the 
breeding stock and I wouldn't have the popuiation 
that I have now at this particular time, which is 
expanding only me. Dut again, doesn't fit into our 
ranch activities or ranch needs at that time to have 
people there at that time of the year. 

So one other thing that I have done, I only 
did it last year. I have started put nesting boxes 
out on the range. We put up three last year. I had 


an troop of Boy Scouts come out and stay on the ranch 
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for a week. And this was their nature project was to 
build and put up these nesting platforms hopefully 
for the hawks. 

And as of this year, we didn’t have any 
takers. tI do think that this is a very viable type 
of management. It's a natural management. And I 
would like to see federal agency work on this as a 
means of helping control this population. And we 
benefit two things there with the fn As 
you know, is a gruund nester, but a platform is 
available to them, they will nest on them. And in my 
area along the Cheyenne River they do to some degree 
nest in the trees. Mainly the Red Tails and the 
Golden Eagles nest in the trees. But the yerruginens 
Hawk being a ground nester is subject to presentation 
to whatever critter comes along and disturbs its 
nest. 

And my background on this and my son is a 
biologist environmental specialist at Bridger Coal 
Company in kock Springs. And he has 4 very 
successful rate on his nesting boxes over there. And 
so I have been getting some help and advice from him. 
And he said it might take two or three, four years 


hefore we gel some of Lise things to take it, but 


_ . 
rereudginous 
the abbr Liha: liawk young hatch at the same time that 

















15 
the young prairie dogs are emerging from the dens or 
the boroughs, and so that’s the way that nature -- 

So any way I think that would be very 
positive thing for maybe from the public relations 
standpoint, if nothing else, we would accomplish two 
things. 

So I think we are going to have prairie dog 
control. And if we wait -- if you wait one year for 
surface damage, or forest damage, or range land 
damage, the way that they move in, with the rapidity 
that they move in, while you have waited to the point 
that if you are going to cut them back and hold them 
in check, why you would have to use the poison. And 
personally I think that the poison is very expensive 
and highly inetfective. 

We've done a littie bit on our place a 
number of years ago. I think we just threw $700 down 
the drain because it just didn't do a bit of good. 
That's been my experience with it. And we go on. 

I've covered quite a bit on this thing. I 
won't belabor it any more. I have a few prairie dog 
towns on public lands. I again go to alternative B 
where new prairie dog towns would not be allowed to 
be become established on public lands. 


I have gone over five minutes, Gary. 
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HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Yeah. I think 
what we can do is -- how much longer do you think 
that you will be? 

MR. HARSHBARGER: Let's see. 

HEAKING OFFICER JOHNSON: What I was going 
to suggest if you think that you are going to be 
quite a while, there are some other folks, maybe you 
could -- 

MR. HARSHBARGER: I think I am about at the 
of it here. I got my train of thought going. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Okay. 

MR. HARSHBARGER: Basically I think that 
everything wildlife habitat and management no BLM 
authorized actions will be allowed that would disrupt 
animals on identified crucial range on 1 November to 
30 of March unless approved by the authorized officer 
and reference to map 316. 

Alternative B says no BLM authorized 
actions would be allowed that would disrupt animals 
on identified crucial winter range. And I don't 
necessarily -- they both say about the same. 
Alternative B is preferred. So I don't know why I 
marked that. 

Basically that's the extent of my comments 


and I want to emphasize no loss of AUMs under any 


AIA 




















circumstance. Andi I think about as our range lands 
improve, which they are doing, let's think about 
upping the AUMs. And let's really be very conscious 
of the prairie dog problem. And for many, many 
landownets and fur the federal surface itself. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thank you. 

Leonard? 

MR. ZERBST: Leonard. Leonard Zerbst, 
rancher in Niobrara County. 

i qguess the only thing that I have to 
comment about is endangered species on the Snyder 
Creek Drainage where I live. In ‘93, 1 guess it was 
on the other draft, we were in it then. I always 
thought that it was going to be taken off from it and 
1 have seen no one out checking on anything to verify 
why we weren't in it or why we were in it. 

In the last five years so I guess when I 
qot the new drait, that I thought that we would be 
out of it and we weren't. So I guess that's my 
comment on why we are still in it? And I have -- you 
know, nobody has contacted us why we were originally 
put it in it or why we weren't taken out of it. And 
so that's basically my question. 


And I do appreciate the new water well I 


17 


BIZ 





S| 


6 


got. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Next. 

MR. REED: I am Jeff Reed representing Reed 
Ranches. 

First I would like to commend the BLM for 
rewriting this second draft. It's a much more 
readable and understandable dratt. It’s not near as 
contradictive as the first dratt. Probably 90 to -- 
[I figure 90 percent of this draft is probably a more 
workable solution for most people. 

My biygest concern is this map 3-19. These 
designated species areas, one of them pretty much 
engulfs our whole ranch. This one on Snyder Creek, 
map 3-19, it is presenting the entire ranch and 
applies Lo the BLM lands within the RMP map 3-19. 
Also to differentiate between BLM administered public 
lands and any other lands surface ownership as it is 
now it appears, that's all marked lands regardless of 
ownership are to be designated a proposed T&E. 

Map 3-19 then leads one to believe these 
are the only areas within the RMP that needs to be 
classitied as potential T&Es. It seems that the 
TSE, species unwarranted by the designated areas in 


the split state lands RMP should be treated the same. 
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There is no proof that these species are more 
prevalent where it is designated on map 3-19 than it 
is anywhere else. According to the RMP on page 116 
it says these species, the Black Footed Ferret, 
Fecegcine Falcon, Bald Eagle may occur in this 
resource area. It also goes on to say that no 
confirmed sightings have been made of Black Footed 
Ferret in the last 10 years, but some unconfirmed 
Sightings have been made. This kind of evidence is 
laughable. 

I don't agree that information based on 
unconfirmed reports should be used to base a decision 
that certain areas be listed as potential endangered 
or threatened species areas. It goes onto suggest 
that suitable habitat does exist for these species. 

As for the Bald Eagle and wregnine. Falcon, 
there is no truth to the single areas on 3-19 for 
these species throughout the resource area you could 
run into these species anywhere. There is just no 
basis for this proposal on map 3-19. I would like to 
see your evidence that proposes otherwise. This is 
an article from the Washington Associated Press 
endangered species to be reduced by 29. Many species 
that are covered be removed in the law. Proposal to 


remove species is to occur for the first time in 25 

















years, that such a large number of species would be 
earmarked for resoval will from the endangered List, 
Mr. Babbitt said, that prompted such species as 
Rreacing, Falcon, Wald Eagle. 

This is one more example ot misinformation 
in map 3-19. If Lhat statement is true, there is no 
need to designate areas within the map for these 
species as all areas within the resource area would 
be handled under the same guidelines as mentioned in 
the RMP. 

In conclusion, marked areas within the RMP 
map 3-19 could possibly have severe tinancial and 
econom.c impact to landowners with land set inside 
these specific areas. | would reiterate that these 
marked areas are not necessary because according to 
the guidelines out Lined in the RMP, land will be 
managed the same. I feel Lhat tinancial hardships 
could be caused from future sales from any lands for 
potential endangered habitat areas, who would want to 
buy lands in an area such as that? 

This map right here is misleading and 
Should be reevaluated and totally rejected. 

Thank you. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Appreciate 


everyone's comments. We are going to keep this open 
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until 8 o’clock and you are welcome to stay as people 
come in we will give them the opportunity to 
comment. 

(Pause. ) 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Can we kind of 
come to order again. 

We have some more people here who would 
like to give comment. So I guess question is, is 
every signed in? 

And my next question is, are you all in one 
group? 

VOICE: Basically individuals. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Okay. Well, it's 
supposed to go to 8 o'clock, little longer than 
that. 

Would you want to give your comments? Do 
each one of you want to give a comment individually 
or do you want to give it as a group? 

VOICE: Will it carry the same weight as a 
group as it would as individuals? 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: My sense of this 
is, if it's on the same subject, I would then -- 
probably it would, but you know, you are certainly 
welcome to give individual comment. I guess to try 


to prevent too much repetitiveness. I don't know if 
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it. carry more weight, but it's up to you. 

VOCTCE: Bob, since you read the plan, what 
do you think about talking. 

MR. KREGGER: Thanks. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Can you go ahead 
and talk if someone feels like there is some more 
information, you are welcome to come on up. So you 
can come on up. 

MR. KREGGER: That's what I was afraid you 
was going to get me tu do is get me up front. 

My name is Robert Kregger, K-tr-e-g-g-e-r. 
1 am a business owner here in Newcastle. I am also 
part of the archeology yroup here in town, 

And 1 read the report as much as I could 
understand of it, getting around the lawyer language, 
shall we say. And I think that I on the whole agree 
with what they are trying to do as to protect the 
sites up lo a certain point, as to where there is 
studies done instead of just letting people run 
rampantly over them. Instead of taking everything 
away so there is no research done. 

I think that the reports after the final 
draft is figured out, I think it needs to be put in 
plain language and put out for the education of 


everybody. 
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I can't think of anything else I need to 
say right at the moment. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Okay. Thank 
you. 

After hearing him talk, does anyone else 
wants Lo add more comment? You are certainly welcome 
to. 

MS. CAPSON: IL am Mary Capsun. I1 ama -- 

WEARING OFFLCER JONNSON: Do you want this 
on the record? 

MS. CAVSON: Yes. In northeast Wyoming. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Come up if you 
would please, give your comments. 

MG. CAPSON: Okay. I am Mary Capson. I am 
a member Ancient Trails of North Wyoming 
Archeological Society. 

I have not had an opportunity to read that 
thing except to peruse it very briefly. We're here 


as a group tonight because we're concerned with 


preservation of archeological sites in the entire 
area. 
Do you have anything to add, Sherry? 
S. BURGESS: My name is Sherry Burgess. 
HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: One of the things 


that I have tried to establish is ground rules. 
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Anyone talks, please come up front. 

MS. BURGESS: I am Sherry Burgess. I am 
from Sundance. My name is | am president of the 
local society here. I am also the state president. 

I have not had an opportunity to read 
this, so I don't feel really comfortable speaking, 
other than to note that one of the sites that the BLM 
has influence on is WE canyon. And this 
particular site is very fragiie and therefore 
protection of this particular area is extremely 
important to us. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Thank you. 

MS. CAPSUN: When does the comment period 
end? 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: July 23. 

MR. HANSON: Yes, that's correct. 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Encourage you all 
if you have written comments and submit into the 
office and talk to us. And take one of those with 
you. 

Anyone else of the group that would like to 
add? 

The purpose of this comment period is to 
allow people to give comments. Certainly invite you 


to give comment if you would like. 
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Anyone like to add my more? 

MS. BURGESS: I wanted to ask a question of 
you. 

liow long will they have after this finally 
is put together on this thing to find out whether or 
not we have something that we have some disagreements 
witii? 

MK. HANSON: That record is going to be 
published approximately March of 1999 and that will 
be our guiding document. That's the process that we 
are currently going through will culminate with the 
record of decision. 

What would be recommended is that the 
review of this and comments prior to July 23 would 
significantly assist the formation of the record of 
decision. That's about a month and a half is what 
we're looking at fur the remaining 90-day comment 
period. 

MS. BURGESS: Even when the record of 
decision is finalized in ‘99 there is also a 30-day 
protest period of that comes outs so that the public 
have a 

MS. CAPSON: That's what I was trying to 
find out. 


MS. BURGESS: Rights. 
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HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Anyone else like 
te give Comment. 

(No response. ) 

MR. HANSON: We have additional copies if 
omebody would like to 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: One other thing 
, again, we try to encourage is at the office, 
any time you have opinions or feelings about how we 
manage the lands, we certainly invite and welcome you 
to talk with us atl any time. 

The purpose otf this hearing tonight was 
intended to receive comment on the RMP, but certainly 
invite you any time that you have an issue or 
opinions about the way that we manage public lands. 

Any other comment while we still have the 
court reporter he.e? 

MG. KREGGER: | am Angie Kregger and I am 
with archeology group here. Also the director of the 
museum. 

My concern is that just the protection, 

| yn. ag 2 | | 
especially of Canyon and sites like that. The 
main issue is that Lhey be prvotected and not 
exploited for purposes that are aren't to their best 
interests. And that's my main concern for those 


sites. 
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HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Real quickly one 
other thing that I forgot to mention is that we have 
another BLM person in attendance Alice from the BLM, 
archeologist. 


Any othec formal comments that you would 





like to make while we have the reporter here? 

(No response. ) 

HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: We saic we were 
gving to conclude at 8 o'clock and according *o my 
watch it’s one minute to 8:00. 

Give you one last opportunity if you do 
want to add. If not, there is some people who have 
already left, but I certainly want to thank everyone 
for coming. Apologize a little bit for our 
accommodations. We had planned this and we had 
planned to have it at our office. And our office is 
being repainted and recarpeted right now. So we had 
to make these arrangements at the last minute, but 
the people that made them did a very good job with 
the short time period that we have. 

If there is nothing else, we will go ahead 
and close the succession. 


(The proceedings were concluded at the 


approximate hour of 8:00 p.m.) 
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I comments, comments on the record, anything. 

2 MR. JOHNSON: I am Vern Johnson. 

5 HEARING OFFICER JOUNSON: Vern, can you 

4 come up here? 

i) MR. JOHNSON: I was going to say that I was 
6 against the ACEC. That's my only comment. [ am 

7 against. Vern Johnson from Weston County line. 
HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Very good. 

9 If he other people want to do that? 

ic Donna, you might have them indicate that 

il they were a properly owner. 

12 HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Okay. 

13 Fur the record, property owner, yes. 

14 HEARING OFFICER JOHNSON: Okay. 

15 MR. BAYNE: I am Gary Bane, B-a-y-n-e. iI 
16 am an oil field contractor here in Niobrara County. 
17 I am against the ACEC desiynation for the 
18 industry that I'm involved with. So -- 

19 HEARING OFFICER JONNSON: Okay. Thank you, 
20 Gary. 
21 MR. LORDKAMMER: Lewis Lordkammer, my ranch 
22 lays right in the middle of the designated ACEC -- 
23 proposed ACEC. And I am opposed to it. 
24 MR. PETERSON: ‘Tye Peterson. I am a land 


25 owner in the ACEC and I am opposed to it. 
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APPENDIX A 
SPLIT-ESTATE LANDS 


OVERVIEW 


in Wyomung. the BLM manages apprommately 11.6 
mulhon acres of federal minerals under private surtace. 


uSually reterred to as split estate. Of ths total amount. 
some 6.5 millon acres (approximately 72%) he within 
the Casper District of the BLM. The majority of this spit 
estate resulted trom the Act of July 17. 1914. as amended. 
(30 US.C.§ 121,122) which opened prior withdrawn 
federal mineral lands to nonmuineral entry. more specifi- 
vaily. the appropnate Homestead Acts (HA). and the 

Homestead Act (SRHA) of December 29. 
1916. as amended. (43 U S.C.§ 299). 


By the late 1800s much of the public domain lands 
had been transferred to private ownership either by sale 
or homesteading. The annual report for 1882 trom the 
General Land Office pointed out that companies had 
fraudulently acquired great quantites of valuable coal 
and other lands. in response to this and subsequent 
investigations President Theodore Roosevelt withdrew 
in 1906 more than 66 million acres of coal lands from 
settlement and location. Congress questioned whether 
or not the President had authority to do this. in 1910 
Congress passed the General Withdrawal or Pickett Act 
giving the President power to ‘temporarily’ withdraw 
public lands from settlement and location for public 


purposes. 


in response to the uproar that this created with 
dent Roosevelt signed the Act of March 3. 1909 which 
allowed homesteaders who had settled coal lands to 
patent those lands as long as the coal was reserved to 
the United States. The act of June 22. 1910 permitted 
homesteaders to file for coal lands as long as the coal 
was reserved to the United States. 


The mineral policies were extended to reserving 
portions. or in most cases. the full mineral estate to the 
United States by the Act of July 17. 1914. That Act 
opened lands that were withdrawn or classified for 
phosphate. nitrate. potash. od. gas. or asphalic minerals 
or are valuable for those deposits to entry under the 
appropriate HA. Finally. the SRHA reserved all minerals 
to the United States. 


As part of the mineral policies initiated during his 
Presidency. Roosevelt had advocated a leasing policy 
tor coal and petroleum lands. but Congress resisted the 
idea. in 1917. potassium deposits could be leased with 
the enactment of the Potash Leasing Act. which was 
passed because potassium was essential to America s 
production of military explosives during World War |. 
After numerous proposals and much heated debate in 


the congress. the Mineral Leasing Act (30 U.S.C § 181 
et seq.) was adopted in 1920 and extended leasing to 
Coal. petroleum. natural gas. sodium. phosphate oi 
shale, and gitsonite. Under the appropnate provisions 
and authorites of the Mineral Leasing Art. individuals 
and compames could prospect for and develop the 
rmunerals listed. 

Discussed in ths appendix is what authority BLM has 
to Condition and regulate federally authorized leases. 
specifically oil and gas. on spit estate and the policy and 
Quidance used to accomplish this. 


The BLM is mandated by the Federal Land Manage- 
ment and Policy Act of 1976 (FLPMA). section 202. to 
develop. maintain. and revise land use plans on public 
lands where appropriate using and observing the prin- 
ciples of muitiple use and sustained yeild Section 
103(e) of the FLPMA defines public lands as any lands 
and interest in lands owned by the United States. The 
muneral estate is an interest owned by the United States 
BLM has an cbiigation to address this interest in ther 
planning documents (43 CFR 1601.0-7(b). Bureau 
Manual 1601.09). 


The FLPMA is intrinsically tied to the mandate pro- 
vided by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 
(NEPA). Specifically. section 102 of NEPA states. 
‘Congress authorizes and directs the federal govern. 
ment and its agencies to use a systematic interdisciph- 
nary approach which insures the integrated use of the 
natural and social sciences and the design arts in 
planning and decision making where man has an impact 
on man’s environment.” This theme is also present in 
section 202(c)(2) of the FLPMA where. as with NEPA. «t 
recognizes that management of the public iands and 
resources (interest) and the consequences associated 
with thei use or consumption are ted to biologic. eco- 
logic. social. and economic boundaries and not merely 
surtace boundaries. 


Through the years. from the planning stage through 
development of the mineral estate two areas of concern 
have consistently arisen from thus spiit-estate sue 
does the BLM have the statutory authority to regulate 
how private surface owners use the property and does 
the BLM have the authority to condition and reguiate 
federal mineral development such as a federal oO and 
gas lease These two concerns have been addressed in 
the resolution of two RMP protests in 1988 on spit estate 
(North Dakota RMP and Little Snake RMP) and two 
Washington Solicitor s Opinions (April 1 and 4. 1988) 
The conclusion states. “in summary. while the BLM does 
not have the legal authority in split estate situations to 
regulate how a surface owner manages tvs or her 


307 














APPENDIX A 


property. the agency does have the statutory authority to 
take reasonable measures to avoid or minimize adverse 
environmental impacts that may result from federally 
authorized mineral lease activity.” 


An example of this authority is a January 7. 1992 
Interior Board of Land Appeals (IBLA) Decision (122 
IBLA 36. Glen Morgan. January 7, 1992) which stated 
“The operator of an oii and gas lease is responsible for 
reclamation of land leased for oil and gas purposes. 
even after expiration of the lease and even where the 
surface estate is privately owned. Such reclamation 
includes the restoration of any area within the lease 
boundaries disturbed by lease operations to the condi- 
tion in which it was found prior to surface disturbing 
activives.” Another key point that was presented in this 
IBLA decision referenced the reservation of mineral 
reserves under section 9 of the SRHA. This section 
provides that reserved to the United States is the “right 
to prospect for. mine. and remove the [reserved miner- 
als}. which nght encompasses “all purposes reason- 
able incident to the mining or removal of the coal or other 
minerals” (43 USC §299. 1988). As long interpreted by 
the Department of the interior. such purposes include 
reclamation of the surface of the affected land after 
muning is compiete and the minerals are removed. 


AUTHORITY 


The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 
(MLA) 


The Mineral Leasing Act. as amended (30 U.S.C. §§ 
181-287) and its nplemented regulations are the au- 
thority to lease and produce federal minerals. The 
restnictions identified through the planning process and 
attached to federal oil and gas leases constitutes a legal 
contract between the lessee and the BLM. No other 
party can change that contract without the expressed 
consent of the authorized officer. The authorized officer 
may waive. modify. or amend lease conditions as site- 
specific analysis dictates. 


The section of the MLA that specifically refers to the 
regulation of surface-disturbing activities on oil and gas 
leased lands is found in 30 U.S.C. § 226(g). 1988. The 
key statement which does not distinguish between pub- 
lc surface and split-estate surface but applies to all 
leases is, “ The Secretary of interior, or for the National 
Forest lands. the Secretary of Agriculture, shall regulate 
all surface-disturbing activities conducted pursuant to 
any lease issued under this chapter, and shall determine 
reclamation and other actions as required in the interest 
of conservation of the surface resources” (emphasis 
added). 


It has been cited that Onshore Oil and Gas Order #1 
of 1983. “Approval of Operations on Onshore Federal 
Land anc indian Oil and Gas Leases is the final resolu- 
tion to the split-estate mineral issue. The order has 
sometimes been interpreted to mean that BLM has 
waived ai! or many of its responsibilities during the 
development of the federal oil and gas where split estate 
is involved. The order does not rescind or revoke any of 
the law or regulations including the MLA that inspired it. 
Furthermore, this order cannot revoke any other BLM 
responsibility or obligation specified elsewhere in laws 
or regulations, again including the MLA. 

The following are the laws and executive orders in 
addition to the MLA that pertain to split-estate federal 
mineral authorizations. They are not all inclusive: new 
laws and amendments are passed frequently. 


Federal Land Policy and 
Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) 


BLM is responsible for both considering the impacts 
of its actions and approvais in land use planning as well 
as for managing those impacts for public lands. The 
public lanj to be considered for split estate is the mineral 
interest and not the surface. The private surface is not 
public land: thus. it is not subject to the planning and 
management requirements of the FLPMA. BLM has no 
authority over use of the surface by the surface owner. 
BLM is required to declare how the federal mineral 
estate will be managed in the RMP. including identifica- 
tion of all appropriate lease stipulations (43 CFR 3101.1; 
BLM Manual Handbook. H-1624-1. IV.C.2). To be 
consistent with the requirement of the FLPMA. it is 
necessary to apply the same standards for environmen- 
tal protection of split estate lands as that applied to the 
federal surface (BLM Manual 3101.91B.1). The FLPMA 
also provides in Section 202 that the BLM * shall provide 
for compliance with applicable pollution control laws. 
including State and federal air, water. noise, or other 
pollution standards of implemented plans.” Many of 
these laws are addressed later in this document. 


National Environmental Policy Act 
of 1969 (NEPA) 


BLM's responsibilities on split-estate lands under 
NEPA are basically the same as for federal surface. 
Even though the impacts will occur on private surface, 
BLM is still responsible for considering alternatives or 
iMposing protective measures since the impacts will be 
Caused as a direct consequence of activities approved 
by BLM and conducted pursuant to a federal oil and gas 
lease. Mitigation measures for impacts which are iden- 
tified during the NEPA analysis may be imposed under 
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the general authority set out in sections 30 and 37 of the 
MLA of 1920 (30 U.S.C. §§ 187 and 193) and the policy 
of FLPMA. Other statutes t‘:at could apply for taking 
reasonable measures to avoid or minimize adverse 
environmental impacts that may result from federally 
authorized mineral lease activities are: the Clean Water 
Actof 1977 (CWA). the Clean Air Act (CAA). the National! 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), the Endangered Spe- 
cies Act of 1973 (ESA). and the Federal Onshore Control 
and Reclamation Act of 1987 (FOCRA). The FOCRA 
specifically requires BLM to regulate surface distur- 
bance and reclamation on ali leases. With respect to 
offsite impacts which also could include off-lease. of- 
unit, or off-original patent boundary, mitigation must be 
considered and met in order to approve a lease action 
regardiess of whether the surface is private or federal. 
The legal jurisdictional boundary (the lease boundary) 
and access to such will be discussed in more detail in the 
section “Access to Split Estate to Develop Federally 
Owned Minerals.” if an operator cannot mitigate im- 
pacts of jurisdictional boundaries for lease develop- 
ment. BLM gives careful consideration as to whether the 
application could or should be approved. Also. before 
leasing the mineral estate or approving lease develop- 
ment, BLM determines whether that action would signifi- 
cantly affect the quality of the humane environment 
regardiess of the surface ownership. In this analysis. 
BLM considers all impacts. even visual. of the proposed 
action whether those impacts are to surface resources. 
to use of the land by the surface owner. or to the 
subsurface. BLM also takes into account the views of 
the surface owner and what effects implementing the 
mitigation measures for lease activity would have on his 
her use of the surface. 


National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) 


Section 106 of the NHPA requires the BLM to con- 
sider the effects of its actions on historic properties and 
to seek comments from the State Historic Preservation 
Officer and the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva- 
tion (BLM Manual Section 8143.06). In fact, federal 
agencies are required to take into account the effect of 
any federally assisted or federally licensed undertaking 
on properties included on. or eligible for inclusion on, the 
National Register of Historic Places. These responsibili- 
ties are the same un split-estate land as on public land 
(BLM Manual 3191.9). The 1992 amendments to the 
NHPA replaced 'ne definition of “undertaking” in Section 
301 of the Act as follows, 

“Undertaking means a project. activity, or program 
funded in whole or in part under the direct or indirect 
jurisdiction of a federal agency, including: 
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(A) those carried out by or on behalf of the agency: 


(B) those carried out with federal financial assis- 
tance: 


(C) those requiring a federal permit, license. or 
approval: and 


(D) those subject to State and local requiation ad- 
ministered pursuant to a delegation or approval 
by a federal agency.” 


If activities to be Conducted on split estate under the 
terms and conditions of a federal oil and gas lease would 
result in adverse effects tc historic properties. BLM has 
the authority to impose appropriate avoidance or mitiga- 
tion measures. Currently. the BLM Authorized Officer 
consults with the State Historic Preservation Officer 
(SHPO) to identify and evaluate historic properties that 
might be affected. to assess effects. and to determine 
Satisfactory means for avoiding or mitigating adverse 
effects. The Advisory Council is then given the opportu- 
nity to comment only if listed or eligible properties would 
be affected. This process 1s explained in more detail in 
a current agreement between the Advisory Council, 
SHPO and BLM (regulation guidance is found in 36 CFR 
800). 


BLM Manual 8100 (including the Wyoming manual 
supplements) contains guidance. policy. and the extent 
that BLM is responsible on split estate. It also indicates 
direction when access is denied to an operator or BLM 
personne! in determining effects pursuant to the NHPA. 
Key points in the manual are that: a) any historic prop- 
erties encountered belong to landowner and if the land- 
owner wishes. any cultural material removed from the 
property would be returned after study: b) the Authorized 
Officer must consider alternatives if the landowner con- 
tinues to refuse access for cultural resource work, in- 
Cluding the feasibility of relocating the project: and. c) the 
Authorized Officer may also consider approval or denial 
of the application without the cultural resource informa- 
tion. The other avenue for access is by way of the courts 
and is addressed under “Access to Develop Federally 
Owned Minerals.” 


Endangered Species Act of 1973 
(ESA) 


Section 7 of the ESA requires federa! agencies, in 
consultation with the Secretary (currently delegated to 
the US Fish and Wildlife Service) to ensure that no action 
authorized, funded. or carried out by the agency is likely 
to jeopardize the continued existence of a threatened or 
endangered species, whether plant or animal, or would 
result in the destruction or adverse modification of a 
species critical habitat. ESA requirements apply to oil 
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and gas leasing and operations on split estate just as 
they do to federal lands (Onshore Order No. 1:43 CFR 
3164.1). 


A proposed surface-disturbing federally related ac- 
tion Cannot and must not be approved until all applicable 
federal statutory requirements have been met 


OTHER STATUTES AND 
EXECUTIVE ORDERS 


Clean Water Act of 1977, as 
amended (CWA) 


This act is an extremely complex and lengthy statue 
but is a key law regarding the control of toxic substances. 
it requires the BLM to participate with the state anc other 
federal agencies in water quality planning and permitting 
activities. It was amended by the Water Quality Act of 
1987 to require states to assess their rivers. streams. 
and lakes and to develop nonpoint source management 
plans to contro! and reduce specific nonpoint sources of 
pollution. it required federal agencies to be consistent 
with management programs. The 1987 Act added 
section 402(p) to the CWA to address storm water 
discharges under the National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) system. The discharge of 
any pollutant to surface waters of the United States is 
regulated by issuing aNPDES permit. This permit estab- 
lishes effluent limitations and monitoring requirements 
for discharges. Oil and gas exploration and production 
(E&°) wastes discharged to surface water requires 
these permits. in 1990, the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) published regulations requiring all storm 
water discharges associated with industrial facilities to 
obtain NPDES permits. Industrial discharges included 
construction projects where five or more surface acres 
are disturbed. Oj! field development (surface distur- 
bance) could be included in this definition. The State of 
Wyoming. Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 
has been delegated this responsibility from EPA of 
administering and issuing permits for this program. In 
order to meet the demand and number of permits. DEO 
developed a single generic permit which was issued to 
cover a large number of similar facilites within a geo- 
graphic area. EPA granted DEQ primacy for general 
permits in 1991, and in 1992. DEQ issued its general 
permit for storm water discharges from construction 
activities 


Another portion of the CWA. amended by the Water 
Quality Act of 1987. that warrants discussion is section 
404. In oil and gas surface-disturbing activities, section 
404 must be complied with. This section covers all 
discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the 


United States including iakes. streams. intermittent 
waterways. and wetiands. Certain categories of activi- 
ties. including certain oil and gas surface-disturbing 
activities. could be permitted under a current nationwide 
permitting system. in the Casper District. the most 
frequent need for a 404 permit in oi! and gas develop- 
ment is in road and pipeline construction through wet- 
lands. Many professionals within the Casper District 
have been given training in identifying these wetlands: 
however. the authority for identifying and delineating 
wetlands lies with four federal agencies: Army Corps of 
Engineers (CE). EPA. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS). 
and Soil Conservation Service (SCS). However, all 
activities affecting a riparian-wetiand area which result 
in the discharge of dredge or fill material require a permit. 
in the Casper District. this is issued by the CE located at 
504 West 17th Street. Cheyenne. WY 82001-4348. 
(307) 772-2300. Other permits are required when a 404 
permit is needed. An example is a 401 permit (Water 
Quality Certification) from the DEQ. This is required 
before a 404 permit can be issued by the CE. This 401 
certification is intended to demonstrate that the projec 
will comply with state water quality standards and other 
requirements as may be imposed by the state. 


Clean Air Act of 1955, as 
amended (CAA) 


The act states that BLM and its permitted actions 
must comply with national and State air quality stan- 
dards. !t also directs BLM to cooperate with the states 
iN Carrying out their implemented plans. The act also 
provides for the prevention of significant deterioration of 
aif Quality and places significant responsibility upon the 
BLM for the protection and, in certain cases. for en- 
hancement of air quality and air-related values including 
visibility 


Executive Order (EO) 11988 of 1977, 
“Floodplain Management” 


This EO states “direct or indirect support of floodplain 
development must be avoided whenever there is a 
practical alternative. BLM Manual 7221 states, “Long- 
and short-term adverse impacts on natural and benefi- 
cial floodplains functions associated with the use and 
modification of floodplains must be avoided, to the 
extent possible: and actions causing definable adverse 
impacts (long- or short-term) to the natural and benefi- 
cial floodplain functions must include protection, minimi- 
zation of damage. restoration, and preservation mea- 
sures. The 1979 manual guidance is somewhat out- 
dated. it refers to unit resource analysis (URA), manage- 
ment framework plan (MFP), and some SLM planning 
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and environmental assessment guidance more recently 
updated, but the basic processes and guidance are still 
applicable. The resource area plans within the Casper 
District do not contain floodplain identification. The 
guidance refers to the appropriate official (district hy- 
Grologist) to identity the base (100-year chance of a 
flood) and/or critical (500-year chance of a flood) flood- 
plain in relation to the location of the proposed action. 
This identification must extend upstream and Gown- 
stream beyond the boundaries of the propesed action 
far enough to permit an analysis of the impacts that the 
proposal may have on the floodplain functions beyond 
the project boundary. Also, the public must be afforded 
an opportunity to be involved in the decision making 
process for all actions within a floodplain or that may 
affect it. The difference in restrictions for addressing 
proposed actions within base versus Critical floodplains 
iS Somewhat lacking. However. for actions within base 
floodplains, the BLM will make a determination whether 
the proposed action will be located there. In critical 
floodplains, only critical actions will be identified and 
analyzed according to the Bureau environmental as- 
sessment process. Oil and gas activity especially 
involving major surface- disturbing activity qualify as 
critical action and should be appropriately assessed 
within a critical floodplain. The guidance does not state 
that BLM cannot authorize actions within floodplains. but 
it does state that mitigation and restoration measures 
must be completed for each alternative considered. 


Executive Order 11990 of 1977, 
“Protection of Wetlands” 


This EO directs federal agencies to take action to 
minimize the destruction. loss, or degradation of wet- 
lands. All federally initiated. financed. or permitted 
construction projects in wetlands must include all prac- 
tical measures to minimize adverse impacts. Section 
404 of the CWA (discussed above) is one of the permit 
processes to protect or minimize adverse impacts to 
wetlands. 


Eagle Protection Act of 1940 


This act prohibits taking any golden or bald eagle or 
nests of such birds. Taking is defined under this statute 
to include molesting or disturbing. Violation of the 
prohibition in 16 U.S.C.§§ 668-668d is a criminal viola- 
tion regardiess of where the activity occurs, whether it is 
on public land, National Forest lands. or private lands. 


Resource Conservation and 
Recovery Act of 1976, amended 
(RCRA) 


This law is used to regulate the treatment. storage. 
and disposal of hazardous wastes. Hazardous wastes 
are solid wastes that are listed or exhibit one or more of 
the characteristics of hazardous waste such as certain 
human toxicity criteria or contain one or more of 50 
chemical compounds substances that are listed as haz- 
ardous constituents. RCRA defines solid wastes as any 
material that is discarded or intended to be discarded it 
can be solid, semi-solid, liquid. or contain gaseous 
material. Oil and gas E&P wastes with the enactment of 
an amendment to RCRA in 19280 are exenipt from the 
hazardous waste management and disposal require- 
ments (subtitle C of RCRA [Section 3001(b)(2)(A))). 
They include drilling muds and cuttings. produced wa- 
ters. and associated wastes (40 CFR 261). Generally, 
E&P exempt wastes are generated in primary field 
operations and not as a result of transportation or 
maintenance activities. When listed nonexempt and 
exempt wastes are mixed, the entire mixture could be 
considered a hazardous waste. For example. discard- 
ing a half empty listed solvent in a reserve pit Could 
cause the otherwise exempt reserve pit contents to 
become a hazardous waste. This may result in closure 
of a reserve nit under RCRA hazardous wastes regula- 
tions. The amendment to RCRA also mandated EPA to 
stuc, E&P wastes and recommend appropriate regula- 
‘ury action to congress. EPA conducted the study and 
submitted the report to Congress on December 28. 
1987. This regulatory determination was made public 
on June 30, 1988. A key portion of this determination 
follows: 


“The Agency plans a three-pronged approach to- 
ward filling gaps in existing State and Federal regu- 


latory programs by: 


1) Improving Federal programs under existing au- 
thorities in Subtitle D of RCRA. the Clean Water 
Act. and the Sate Drinking Water Act.’ 


2) Working with States to encourage changes in 
their regulations and enforcement to improve 
some programs: and. 


3) Working with Congress to develop any additional 
Statutory authority that may be required.” 





Nonhazardous wastes are regulated under subtitle D of RCRA. Subtitle D reguiations are less extensive and depend primarily on state contro! 


309 


3// 














APPENDIX A 


Some of the reasons put forth by EPA for this deter- 
mination are: 


— “Subtitle C does not provide sufficient flexibility to 
consider the costs and avoid the serious eco- 
nomic impacts that regulation would create for the 
industry's exploration and production operations: 


— Existing state and federal regulatory programs are 
generaily adequate for controlling oil. gas. and 
geothermai wastes. Regulatory gaps in the Clean 
Water Act. and UIC (Underground injection Con- 
trol} program are already being addressed. and 
the remaining gaps in state and federal regulatory 
programs can be effectively addressed by formu- 
lating requirements under Subtitle D of RCRA and 
by working with the States: 


— it is impractical and inefficient to implement Sub- 
title C for all or some of these wastes because 
permitting burden that the requiatory agencies 
would incur ‘f even a small percentage of these 
sites were considered Treatment. Storage. and 
Disposal Facilities (TSDFs) (53 FR 25456. July 6, 
1988). 


The interstate Oil and Gas Compact Commission 
(1OGCC) is an organization comprised of the governors 
of the 29 oil and gas producing states and has been 
assisting states in developing their oil and gas regulatory 
programs since 1935. In January 1989, the 1OGCC 
formed a council on regulatory needs to assist EPA in its 
three-pronged approach mentioned above to fill the 
gaps in regulations. This; °uncil is comprised of 12 state 
regulatory agency mem. urs and is supported by a nine- 
member advisory ¢. mittee made up of representa- 
tives from state regulaiory agencies. industry. and public 
interest/environmental groups. This council is also 
assistec by representatives from EPA. Department of 
Energy (DOE). and BLM who act as official observers. 


The purpose of the council is to recommend effective 
regulations, guidelines. and standards for state-level 
management of oil and gas production (E&P) wastes. It 
iS Not intended to form the sole basis for any future 
federal statutory or regulatory authorities that may be 
sought by EPA for E&P wastes. In 1990 the 1OGCC 
adopted guidelines in the form of technical and admin- 
iStratrve Criteria recommended by the council and advi- 
sory committee. This publication, EPA IOGCC Study of 
State Regulation of Oil and Gas Exploration and Produc- 
tion Wastes is known as “IOGCC Guidelines” or the 
“Green Book.” These guidelines were update in May 
1994 with the publication titled (OGCC Environmental 
Guidelines for State Oil & Gas Regulatory Programs. 
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The Comprehensive Environmental Re- 


sponse, Compensation, and Liability Act 
of 1980 as amended (CERCLA) 


CERCLA. also known as “Superfund.” and closely 
related to RCRA. is distinct and separate in that it 
mandates the cleanup of hazardous substances which 
encompasses a much broader range of products than 
does hazardous wastes defined by RCRA. It requires 
the potentially responsible party (PRP) to undertake 
cleanup (section 106) or to recover costs incurred in 
conducting remedial actions from PRPs (section 107). 
Hazardous substance means any element. compound. 
mixture. solution. or substance designated pursuant to 
section 102 of CERCLA. 


CERCLA provides for the exclusion of petroleum. 
including crude oil. or any fraction thereof which is not 
otherwise or specifically listed from the definition of 
hazardous substances. contaminants. or pollutants (sec- 
tions 101 and 104). This also includes natura! gas. 
natural gas liquids. liquified natural gas. and synthetic 
gas usable for fuel. The legislative history of the petro- 
leum exclusion in CERCLA indicates that although pe- 
troleum and any fractions thereof are exempt. hazard- 
ous substances that have been added to oil but are not 
normally found in petroleum at the levels added. are not 
exempt. EPAcould respond under CERCLA to releases 
of added hazarGous substances from E&P wastes. 
Several oilfield waste disposal sites that accept RCRA 
Subtitle C exempt wastes are now Superfund sites 
because these sites were not managed to prevent the 
release of hazardous substances. RCRA exemption 
does not release the operator of liability under CERCLA 


CERCLA can be applied retroactively to provide for 
Strict hability without regard to fault. and in appropriate 
circumstances. to impose joint and several liability. This 
hability may ultimately be the responsibility of the land- 
owner, who also has the option of using CERCLA as the 
legal basis to sue the responsible parties who abandon 
hazardous substances on their land. It has been inter- 
preted that any such release which is defined in section 
101 of CERCLA occurring on split estate be removed by 
the responsible party as provided by 43 CFR 3162.5- 
1(c) and Notice to Lessees and Operators of Onshore 
Federal and indian Oil and Gas Leases (NTL-3A). itis 
further interpreted to expand the requirement by the 
BLM to federal oil and gas leases on split estate that any 
such release be removed in compliance with the regula- 
tions provided by RCRA for hazardous wastes and 
CERCLA tor hazardous substances. (This expanded 
interpretation is presently being reviewed by BLM's 
Washington Solicitor.) The reasoning for this ex- 
panded interpretation is leasing and subsequent devei- 
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opment of the federa! mineral estate on spiit-estate land 
iS a federal action controlled by federal regulation and 
applicabie federal and state laws. The BLM is the 
managing agency for federal oil and gas tease develop- 
ment on split estate. Although it could be strictly inter- 
preted that the BLM is not the ultimate responsible 
landowner (surface owner), there is a legal and moral 
interpretation that the BLM (the mineral estate manager) 
in leasing the federal minerais. is the ultimate respon- 
sible party if all else failed to secure retribution for 
damages and cleanup from the responsible operators. 
lessees. This would release the private surface owner(s) 
from any lease development liability of which they have 
no direct control. However. it would not release the 
private surface owner(s) from potential liability for a 
release of hazardous waste or substance that they 
authorized on their land that was not part of the federal 


lease development. 


There is a multitude of players as well as laws in solid 
waste management: it 1s difficult to determine who to call 
or who is responsible for what. The key experts for the 
BLM are the hazardous materials specialists coordina- 
tors. The regulations for hazardous substances and 
wastes are found in 40 CFR, and they are the enforce- 
ment domain of EPA. The DEO is anticipated to be 
delegated primacy from EPA for the enforcement of the 
solid waste management regulations including those for 
hazardous substances and wastes. This delegation is 
anticipa’ed to take place in October 1995. 


The Department of the interior has the following 
fundamental principles of waste management: 


Wherever feasible. we will seek to prevent the 
generation and acquisition of hazardous wastes. 
where waste generation is unavoidable. we will 
work to reduce the amounts (toxicity or risk) oener- 
aied through the use of sound \.aste management 
practices: we will manage waste materials respon- 
sibly in order to protect not only the natural re- 
sources entrusted to us. but the many people who 
live and work on our public lands, and the millions 
more who enjoy our lands and facilities each year: 
we will move aggressively to clean up and restore 
areas under our care that are contaminated by 


pollution 
ACCESS TO SPLIT-ESTATE TO 


DEVELOP FEDERALLY OWNED 
MINERALS 


Any mineral lessee or operator (any person who has 
acquired from the United States the mineral deposits in 
such land) may enter and occupy as much of the private 
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surface (patented) as may be required for the purpose of 
prospecting for mining or removal of minerals upon 
completion of any one of the following options (43 CFR 
3814, 1994): 


1. Upon securing a written consent or waiver of the 
surtace owner(s) for lands covered by the federal 
lease and/or access to such lease over patented 
lands covered by the SRHA or HA estate or a 
single estate unified from several parcels origi- 
nally patented under the above subject acts. 


2. Upon payment of damages for crops. tangible 
improvements. and the value of the iand for 
gazing purposes to the owner of the lands refer- 
enced in (1) above. 


3. Upon the execution of a good and sufficient bond 
or undertaking to the United States for the use 
and benefit of the owner of the land referenced in 
(1) above. and to secure the payment of such 
Gamages for the crops. tangible improvements 
and the value of the land for grazing purposes of 
the owner as may be determined and fixed in an 
action brought upon the land or undertaken in a 
court of competent jurisdiction against the prin- 
ciples and sureties thereon. 


For options 1 and 2 mentioned above. the BLM will 
require. at a minimum, a signed statement from the 
approved operator representative or the landowner that 
the operator lessee and the !andowner have reached an 
agreement for surface disturban~e damages. The BLM 
also may require the operator lessee io furnish any 
additional agreement with the surface owner for the 
protection of surface resources and the reclamation of 
disturbed areas for incorporation into Conditions of ap- 
proval for authorizing the action. If the agreement is not 
deemed adequate to protect both on and offsite damage 
10 the lands. additional measures and mitigation will be 
required. Ifno agreement is reached. then the method 
according to option 3 must be followed. Under this 
method. a good and sufficient bond must be posted by 
the lessee operator payable to the United States for 
payment for damages. specifically for crops. tangible 
improvements, and the value of the land for grazing 
purposes. Nationwide. statewide. and individual bonds 
should suffice for this coverage (BLM Manual 3104.1: 
Coquina Oil Corp., 41 IBLA 248. 1979. Theo R. Gassin. 
55 IBLA 257, 1981). According to the procedures for this 
option, the lessee operator must serve this bond on the 
affected landowner and serve proof to the appropriate 
BLM office that they have done so. This then prompts 
the BLM authorized officer to serve written notice (cer- 
tified letter) to the landowner containing pertinent infor- 
mation about the proposed action and her/his night to 
protest. Acopy must also be sent to the lessee/operator. 
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The protest penod runs for 30 days from date of service 
by BLM. The emphasis in this section is on access within 
SRHA and HA patented land. This process for access 
a!so pertains to patents issued pursuant te section 203 
(sales) and section 206 (exchanges) of the FLPMA 


The ngnt to access an oi and gas lease mnciudes all 
the land within the onginal patent even * that land is not 
wittwn the lease. if an ol Company wishes to cross one 
portion of a patent that has been subdivided into two 
portions to Grill in the other portion. they have that nght 
in Kinney Coastal Oil Co. v. Kieffer. 277 US 488. 544 
(1928). Coastal Oil, who held a federal oil and gas lease. 
sued the surface owner for subdividing the surface and 
erecting buridings tor a town. The Supreme Court agreed 
with the oi Company and ruled to prevent the use of the 
area aS a commercial or residential area. Thus. the 
mineral owner Ss dominant servitude apphes anywhere 
within the limits of the orginal patent no matter how tar 
or often the surface estate has been subdivided = in 
another landmark case. Mountain Fuel Supply Co. v 
Smith. 471 F. 2d(10th Cir. 1973). an oil company wished 
to cross 10 parcels to drill a well on the 11 parce! All of 
the parcels have been patented at different times to 
different parties. At a later date. all of these parcels had 
been obtained by the defendant in this case. The court 
made no less than three significant holdings in this case 
One. if the parcels had remained separately owned. the 
oil Company would not have access rights across the 10 
parcels to drill a well on 11. however. the company does 
have access nights on the 11th parcel on which they 
were to drill thew well (471 F.2d at596.597). Two. where 
the surface ownership of all the parcels had been unified 
under a single ownership. the oi company would indeed 
have access across all the parcels (471 F. 2d at 597) 
Three, the approved unitization of the area by the 
appropriate authority was simply irrelevant (471 F. 2d at 
597). The lessees weve restricted to the development of 
their leases. or if appropriate. withw: a unit The SRHA 
or HA access rights to develop federal mineral 1s dictated 
by the patented surface or a combination of patents 
unified by 2 single owner 


Following are three decisions options that may evolve 
in the protest period 


If no objections are received trom the landowner 
within the protest period. the authorized officer will issue 
and serve a final decision of approval of the sufficient 
bond coverage to the landowner with a copy going to the 
lessee ope ator. The lessee operator can then enter 
onto the surface of the patented landis) of which are 
affected by the lease provided all applicable federal and 
State laws are met 


if the surface owner files a protest (obyection) to the 
bond within the protest period. the authorized officer will 
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review the bond coverage. accompanying papers. and 
objections to determine whether the bond should be 
apprcved or Grsapproved. if the bond :s disapproved. a 
Gecision will be served on the ‘essee operator with a 
Copy going to the landowner The lessee operator will 
have 30 days to appeal to the Dwrector of the BLM. There 
have been cases where ths appeal has gone to the 
intenor Board of Land Appeals. however. thus 1s not the 
process according to the regulations contained in 43 
CFR 3814 If the bond ts approved. the decision will be 
served to the surface owner with a Copy going to the 
lessee operator The surtace owner will be given 30 
Gays to appeal the decision to the Director * no appeal! 
'S tied. the authonzed officer will serve a second final 
Gecision to the landowner approving the bond with no 
turther nght of appeal The lessee operator can then 
enter onto the land as specified above. if an appeal is 
fied. the action cannot be approved unt the matter is 
settied by a decision from: the Director or tws delegated 
authority approving or disapproving the bond 


In no instances will lease action such as an APD be 
approved in the absence of the surface owner ~onsent 
without first satistying the requirements of 43 CFR 3814 
The purpose of these requirements is to ensure that the 
suftace Owners are treated fairly and the muneral les 
see operators are allowed to enjoy the tull privileges of 
ther lease 


In instances where landowner Gemands become 
unreasonable or excessive the operator 1s protected by 
43 CFR 3814 regulations Conversely. BLM is assuring 
the landowners of the opportunity to protect themselves 
and tG assure just compensaton via the 43 CFR 3814 
regulations 


it the landowner and lessee operator Cannot agree or 
settle on a payment for damages wil*wn the iifespan of 
the authornzatonis), especially the lease is to be 
abandon. then the landowner should take her hws acton 
to a court of competent jurisdiction to secure payment of 
such damages The lessee operator has the option also 
10 gO to Court to settle for payment of Gamages to the 
landowner This may be especially true i a lessee 
landowner should want thew bond released from any 
lease Obligations inciuding termination. if an agreement 
cannot be reached for settlement for the payment of 
damages. either party May go to court at anytime in this 
above mentioned process to have the court set the 
amount of damages which are to be pard at that time 
Another option that could be pursued by a lessee 
operator for access to develop feders! minerals is via 
State condemnation procedures 


it is not BLM's position to encourage the practice of 


payment of damages in lieu of restoration. nor to ques- 
tion the terms and dollar amounts under which an 
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agreement is made. it 1s merely a positon to assure that 
an agreement is reached which is acceptabie to both 
partes. The BLM does have the nght according to the 
MLA to requ're additional surtace reclamation measures 
on all lease actions. However. they must be reasonabie. 
justhable. and in compliance with all pertinent laws. The 
goal should be to restore these areas Grsiurded by lease 
activites and operations io thew onginal Condition or to 
a reasonable environmentally sound condition. The 
surtace owner should be compensated for all damages 
Created by lease development 


Policy and Guidance for Authorizing Class I! injection 
Wells for Fiud Disposal located on Spit Estate. Private 
Surtace Federal Minerals 


if an of and or gas well located withwn a federal ov and 
gas lease on split estate 1s Converted to an injection well 
tor disposing of off-lease. unit produced fluids by erther 
a therd party or the current o and gas ‘essee operator 
a nght-ot-way (ROW) is not the appropriate authoriza- 
ton and will cease being the permutting instrument. This 
policy resulted trom two key IBLA decisions. Malion Ov! 
Company (104 IBLA 145. September 2. 1988). and 
Philips Petroleum Company (105 IBLA 345. November 
17. 1988) The outcome trom the Malion Oi Company 
case was that once the minerals have been removed 
trom the ground. the void formerly occupied by the 
minerals reverts to the surtace owner In ths case both 
the surface and minerals were owned by the United 
States. and the court upheid that an ROW issued by 
BLM was the appropriate authorization. in the Phillips 
Petroleum Company case which involved spiit-estate 
lands. the BLM did not have the authority to issue a 
pert for the disposal of salt water into a Ory well located 
on private surface and federal minerals. in actuality 
BLM used the wrong authorization mechanism—a per 
mut pursuant to section 302/b) of the FLPMA instead of 
an ROW under section 501 of the FLPMA. However. the 
BLM was not the owner According to the Malion Ov 
Company case decision. the void space is the property 
of the surface owner Henceforth. the federal mineral 
estate will be protected using the following guidelines 
and procedures 


Where BLM determines that there are federal miner. 
als wittun the formation for yection of fluids. the appro- 
priate authorization for fluid disposal on existing federal 
oi and gas leases On split estate 1s by an approved 
Sundry Notice (Form 3160-5) These well activites will 
be the responsibility of the appropriate lessee operator 
and not a thud party 


In considering and documenting feasibility tor each 
case. the following factors must be analyzed. where 
applicable. in the applicant's proposal for subsequent 
well operation (Sundry Notice): (1) geology. (2) eco- 
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normuc factors. (3) volume of produced fluids. (4) hydrol- 
ogy and hydrogeology. (5) land use plans. (6) availability 
of private. state. and other land orsposal sites. (7) state 
andor federal agencres permitting requirements (On- 
shore Oi and Gas Order #7. 1994). (8) water quality. (9) 
well bore schematics (present andor proposed). (10) 
momitonng requirements of down hole myection disposal. 
anc. (11) other factors determined by the authorized 
officer. Not only the applicant. but even more mmporiant. 
the BLM must consider these factors before approving 
an authorization 


it the proposal 1s Getermuned to be feasible. and a 
Sundry Notice ss the imstrument of authorization. the 
following Conditions and stipulations should be consid- 
€fe0 and included as part of the authorization 


1) A stipulation stating. The disposal! well authori- 
zation may be terminated by the authorized of- 
hoer of the BLM by a decision notifying the 
approved lessee operator thwrty days (30) prior to 
the date of termmnation Termination must be for 
Cause whch includes. but is not limited to. com- 
pllance with both the lease and specific Sundry 
Notice authorization stypuiations and conditions 
as wel! as the protection of the federal mineral 
estate and the laws and regulations that govern 
thereot 


2) An approved underground iryection contro! (UIC) 
pert issued by the State of Wyomung. Oil anc 
Gas Conservation Commission (WOGCC) and 
written approval trom the surtace owner 


3) Produced tiuid Grsposed in a well must be traced 
to the specific oF and gas well\s) from which @ 
came. and these specific wells) So stated as part 
of the approved Sundry Notice 


Converting federal ov and gas ov wells within a 
tedera! lease on split estate lands to Ciass | commercial 
iryection wells (wells used to dispose of hazardous 
waste 40 CFR 1446 1993) will not be authorized for 
fluid Grsposal into a formation containwng federal miner. 
ais in the Casper District 


it the BLM determines that the produced fluids from 
off-iease un 1S to be Gisposed of by injection into a 
formation found to be totally vod of federal minerals. the 
toliowing CONdiliONs Must be addressed betore a well is 
approved for disposal purposes 


1) The lessee operator must comply with all the 
appropriate regulations within 43 CFR 3160 
(1994). and more specifically section 3162 3-4, 
Well Abandonment 


2) If used tor disposal purposes. the BLM must 
consider that the well will meet specific critena 


S/S 
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imCluGing: (1) that appropnate steps will be taken by the private surface owner(s). and accepted by 
10 avoid intermingling of fluids (ol gas. and the BLM authorized officer. By signing this 
water) between formations or mtervais that con- release torm:. the private surtace owner acknow/l- 
tain fluids of significant different quality. and (2) edges her ws potential future liabdlity for disposal 
protect all federal munerais that may occur m actvites and for assuring the operation of the 
other tormatons well to standards as required by appropriate 
3) For an abandoned tedera! well to be used for aderal and state reguiatory agencies. With an 
approved release. the landowner also could ulti- 

Subsurtace disposal! of off-lease unt produced 
mately assume the responsibility for the final 

fiusds into a formation depleted of federal miner 

plugging and reclamation requirements for the 

als. the following release form. WY-06-3160-35 
(Nov. 1992) must be properly filled out and signed well. When BLM accepts this release. the lessee 
. operator s of and gas bond should also be re- 


leased tor ttus well 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 





Bureau of Land Management 
Casper District 
DISPOSAL WELL RELEASE 
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS, that |, , of the County of 
, in the State of _, am the surface owner and owner of the 








void mineral formation of the hereinafter described land upon which a well for oil or gas 
was drilled and to be converted to a produced water disposal! well the source of produced 
water being from off lease/unit/or third party operators, to wit: 











Operator/Lessee: 

Oil and Gas Lease Number: 

Well No. ___ (lot__;___% _%) Sec.__. Twp.___ N., Rge.___siW. 

_ _____ feet fromthe ___sesitine and —_séfeet fromthe _ line 


| do hereby notify the Bureau of Land Management of my desire to allow 
to dispose of produced water into the above described well. | do hereby release the 
Bureau of Land Management from any further liability authorized by this action as well 
as any further responsibility of plugging and restoration of the well site as related to the 
action. 























WITNESS by hand and seal this _ day of .19__. 
Surface Owner 
Address 
IN THE PRESENCE OF: 
Witness Address 
Witness Address 


WY-06-3160-35 (Nov. 1992) 
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INTRODUCTION 


Objectives 


The Casper District Bureau of Land Management These objectives will ber to resource area manage 


(BLM) made up of three resource areas: Buttalo. New- 
castle and Platte River has the responsibility for man- 
agement of some 29 millon acres of public lands 
(federal surtace and federal minerals). anc approx- 
mately 8 5 milhon acres of federal minerals reterred to as 
spiit-estate ( private surface and federal minerals). Fo- 
Cusing primarily on the 2.9 millon acres of public lands 
scatiered parcels thal are mterrmmngied with private. 
State and other federal lands managed by other agen- 
oes 


PURPOSE OF THE LAND 
ADJUSTMENT STRATEGY 


The purpose of this land adjustment strategy 1s to 
provide general guidance to the land adjustment pro- 
gram tor Casper District in order to accomplish pian 
objective of the resource areas. The strategy will be 
usetul 1" Quiding land exchange negotiations as well as 
other land adjustment actions with landowners and 
GiScuSSsING the Overall program with the public. 


The strategy provides general direction for federal 
land adjustments and may be modified or amended as 
new information andor opportunites become evident. 
The strategy does not make hard and tast decisions on 
land adjustment: it provides concepts. Specific land 
adjustment proposals will be analyzed using the NEPA 
process including public participation. Decisions to mpie- 
ment a specific proposal will be based on the specific 
NEPA analysis and finding that the proposal is in the 
public interest and consistent with the BLM plans. and 
applicable laws and regulations 


Goals 
The overall goals of the Casper District BLM are: 


to develop a landownershup pattern that will provide 
better access. better management and protection to 
the public lands. 


to Wentity and pursue appropria:’ achons 
of public land to private individuals a G ‘Or Man. 
agement by other federal or State agencies to help 
solve problems related to intermixed landowners: «—p 
patterns. 

to implement and accomplish landownersiwp ad. 
justment in a timely. cost effective manner while 
continuing to streamline processes 


1) 


2) 


3) 
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ment plans (emphasis on land adjustment using ex- 
Changes including assembled land exchanges): 


1) provide or improve publc access and recreation 
use and opportunites Dy Consolidating landowner- 
ship patiern and acquiring easement through land 
adjustment 


reduce conflicting land management objectives of 
private landowners and BLM 


improve resource management of BLM public lands 
and other federal lands to meet planning Grection 
and aliow implementation of an ecosystem man- 
agement approach. 


acquire lands within critical wildiite and or Areas of 
Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). and npar- 
ian areas according to planrung Grection 


improve cost affectrve management practices and 
cost efficiency of management objectives by reduc- 
ing the adrwnistratrve Costs. 


JUSTIFICATION FOR A LAND 
ADJUSTMENT PROGRAM 


The intermingled landownership pattern of this dis- 
trict makes it especially difficult for both the BLM and the 
private landowners to acmeve thew often different man- 
agement objectives. Tne BLM has multiple objectives 
endorsed by planning obyectrves wiuie the private land- 
owners primarily have revenue production objectives 
The intermingled ownerships where BLM public lands 
are scattered. unmanageable and unaccess'Die leads to 
conflicts in meeting these different objectives and imhib- 
its management effectiveness anc efficrency for both the 
BLM and the private landowners. in striving to meet its 
planning objectives. Casper District will plan and use 
landownership adjustment to consolidated public lands 
mo more manageable and accessible units to further 
benefit the public and to more aftectively initiate and 
continue sound ecosystem management practices. The 
intent of landownership adjustment is not to increase the 
federa! land estate. but to consohdate parcels into more 
efficent and manageable patterns 


The predominant issues and majority of comments 
from past and current scoping meetings and interviews 
for resource area planning Gocuments were ones of 
access to and recreation potential on public lands 
Another area of high interest im these meetings and 
through direct inquines over the past several years trom 
both adjorwng landowners and the general public was 


2) 


3) 


4) 


5) 











the desire to acquire many of these isolated feceral 
(public land) parcels. Also. with the onset of range 
reform and the uncertainty of grazing lease fees. land- 
Owners Surrounding isolated. scattered parcels of public 
lands within thew ranch units have voiced them growing 
sincere interest im purchasing these lands. These scat- 
tered, isolated public lands are both expensive and 
impossible to manage. and more efficiency would be 
gained while better serving the public by disposing of 
these parcels. For the Casper District. in order to mvtiate 
practices and make sound decisions base on effects to 
ecosystem units the land patiern must be adjusied. 
Currently. identified within this district. there are over 
300,000 acres of scattered. isolated parcels of land 
entited within planning Gocuments as available for 
possible disposal. The majority of the adjoining land. 
owners. the grazing lessees. and the general public 
have expressed interest in purchasing these parcels. in 
exchange for many of these G:sposal parcels. lands or 
easements Could be acquired through avenues such as 
“assembied land exchanges defined simply as a type of 
exchange where several Orfterent federal and or private 
parcels are combined together arsi exchanged in one or 
more transactions over time. The exyense of conduct. 
ing the exchange can be distributed among several 
Otferent participants and a higher dollar value can be 
utilized to exchange for lands or public interest therein 
that BLM has identitied for high priority acquisition 
accordance with land use plans. 


LAND ADJUSTMENT 
PROGRAM 


The land adjustment program will make full use of all 
land adjustment tools as appropriate. These include 
land for land exchanges. land for other inierests such as 
munerals. land or interest therein for easements (access. 
conservation). land sales. purchases. transfers and 
donations. Any of these tools could be used individually 
or in Combinations to meet the land adjustment objec- 
tives. ft is anticipated and emphasized that iand ex. 
Changes will provide the greatest opportunity to improve 
the landownership pattern. No exchange may be com. 
pleted without a determination that the public interest wil! 
be well served according to 43 CFR 2200 06 (b) 
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SCOPE OF THE PROGRAM 


Casper District: 2.9 million acres of public lands and 
merest theremn 
8&5 milion acres of tederal mineral 
estate 


For exchanges in order to minimize negative local 
impacts such as loss of Payment in Lievol Taxes (PILT). 
preterence should be first given to acquiring lands m 
Countes where these pubic lands are to be disposed of 
i private lands cannot be acquired in the affected 
countes then preference should be to acquire lands or 
mierests therem for counties within the affected re- 
source area. followed by preference tor counties withwn 
the Casper District. and finally. preference within the 
State of Wyorning. The public interest determination and 
scope of affect as well as the feasibility of the exchange 
will Gictate the applcability of the above preferences. 
however. they should. at lease. be considered in the 
process 


LAND ADJUSTMENT 
EVALUATION CRITERIA 


The tollowing acquisiticn and disposal evaluation and 
ranking critena were approved by the Casper District 
Corporate Board (CB) on October 11. 1995. They were 
Geveloped Dy an interdisciplinary team reterred to as the 
Casper District Land Exchange Team (LET) comprised 
of members from the resource areas and the district. 
The criteria were derived from laws. regulations. policy. 
program resource management erpenence. planning 
deciSsiONs and presented in Cratt to all district personne! 
for rewew anc comment 


These criteria are to be used to evaluate. rank and 
prioritize land exchange proposals distictwoe. This 
criteria will be used by the LET to evaluate all exchange 
proposals within the district and present ther recom- 
mendations tothe CB. The CB wili make the decision as 
to whether to proceed with the proposal! 
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Acquisition Criteria 
for Casper District 


Given: Acquisition of land has to have and/or provide public access 

that can be managed effectively and cost efficiently according to SLM 

goals and initiatives. Can this given be met? (Yes or No) 
if yes continue completing ranking Criteria) 


Explain: (.e.. noncontrotied access. restricted or cooperative) 


Ranking Criteria (points awarded) Points 
1) Public values 
a) Recreation 
1) Hunting 
a) Big Game 
1) Multiple species (15 po'nts) 
or 


2) Single species (10 points) 


b) Small Game 
1) Multiple species (15 points) 
or 
2) Single species (10 points) 


2) Fishing (15 points) 


3) ORV Use (if meets planning or public demand objectives) 
a) Present (5 points) 


b) Potential (5 points) 


4) Scenje (0-1§ points in increments of 5 points) 
‘(Based on visual resource management ratings) 


5) Other Recreation Value(s) (5 points each) 
(Specify) 


b) Resource(s) Management 


" If the resource value is present. would the value(s) 
acquired or consolidated be add to the cost efficiency 
and manageability of them by BLM federal agency by 
completing the land adjustment 
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i) Improves cosi and management efficiency in: 

1) Cultural Resources (5 points) 
2) Forestry Resources (5 points) 
3) Valuable Historic Resources (5 poinis) 
4) Minerals Resources (5 points) 
“Indicate which minerals affected: 

a) Ol anc Gas leases 

b) Coal leases 

c) Locatables 

d) Salabies 
5) Paleontological Resources (5 points) 
6) Range Resources (5 points) 
8) Watershed(5 or 10 points) 

(wetlands riparian) 
7) Wildlife Resources (habitat) (5 points) 
8) T& E species (5 points) 
9) Other(rame) (5 points) 


Cc) Unique Opportunities (5-50 points in increments of 5) 
Explanation: __ 


Note: Unique opportunities may also be qualified by factors that aid in the 
economics of the opportunities: |. €. proponent shares a percentage of the 
expenses on the evaluation of the public land. Such expenses as the costs 
of cultural inventory. T&E. appraisal. etc 


2) Provide access to blocks of consolidated federal land or State (7) lands 
5 points for 1-640 acres 
10 points for 640-2000 acres 
15 points for 2.000-5.000 acres 
20 points for 5.000-10.000 acres 
30 points for 10.000 + acres 


Total Points: 


a) Acres in consolidated blocks that access effects acres 
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Further explanation of topics 


Criteria for Disposal of Public Lands 
Casper District 


Given: Public interest will be well served. 
Any one or more of the following criteria may be used to justify the disposal of public land 


* There will be no acre restriction on disposal. 
public land. because of its location and other characteristics. is difficult and uneconomical to manage. 
public land is not suitable for management by another federal department or agency 
public 'and acquired for a specific purpose is NO longer required for that or any other federal purpose 
disposal! of public land would serve important public purposes 


public land is more suitable for residential. commercial. agriculture. or industrial development in 
nontederal ownership 


create ownership patterns that allow for local community develooment that camnot be acrueved 
prudently or feasibly on land other than public land and which outweigh other public objectives and 
values 


consistent with the mission of BLM and land use pians 
** Dispose of entire grazing ailotment lease ( yes or no) 


Acres in grazing allotment lease 
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CASPER DISTRICT 
LANDOWNERSHIP MAP 
NARRATIVE 


The following areas identified on the Casper District 
land status map for building or consolidating within for 
future landownership patterns were developed by the 
LET (land exchange team) in conformance with current 
planning documents and Record of Decisions. They 
were reviewed, but should continued to be fine tuned as 
appropriate by districtwide resource specialists using 
their general and specific knowledge of the district land 
pattern and uses. These areas mostly are defined by 
larger blocks of federa! ownership with private surface 
inholdings. Also noted were areas identified by the 
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public as lacking necessary access to these larger 
blocks of public lands. It should be understood that the 
intent is to build and consolidate within these areas. 
however this Goes not completely negate trading out of 
these areas Gepending on the merits of the individual 
proposal. The remaining parcels not identified within 
these areas are mostly scattered an/or difficult to man- 
age public land parcels that do not offer much public 
benefit and may be more beneficial in private ownership 
or administered by either local, county. State or other 
federal agencies. However. each exchange no matter 
where it is located in this Casper District landownership 
map will be evaluated on its own merit and the public 
interest determination will be a major determination 
factor as to whether to pursue it or not 
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WILD AND SCENIC RIVER REVIEW OF WATERWAYS IN 
THE NEWCASTLE PLANNING AREA 


As part of the planning effort for developing the 
proposed Newcastle RMP for the final EIS. the BLM 
planning team members reviewed all BLM- administered 
public land surface along waterways within the New- 
Castie RMP planning area (Crook. Weston and Niobrara 
Counties). This rewew was to determine if any of these 
BLM-admuinistered public lands met the wild and scenic 
rivers eligibility critena and suttability factors. as Went- 
fred in the Wild and Scemic Rivers Act (WSRA). 


PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND 
COORDINATION 


Wyoming BLM staff met with representatrves of vari- 
ous Wyoming state agencies. including the Governor's 
office. in January 1991. These meetings were specifi- 
Cally for the purpose of reaching a mutual understanding 
of the wild and scenic rivers review process. and of the 
wild and scenic rivers eligibility criteria and suitability 
factors to be used in the process. This included some 
agreement on any needed refinements of these criteria 
and factors. specific to Wyoming. and their statewide 
application on BLM-administered public lands. The 
eligibility criteria and suitability factors. including minor 
refinements agreed to at that time. are still consistent 
with the later-released BLM Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Manual 8351 (May 19, 1992). At the same time. this 
included disagreement by state government. with giving 
any consideration for reviewing waterways that do not 
contain water year-round (for example. intermittent and 
ephemeral waterways). The Wyoming BLM recognizes 
that position but is obligated to follow the BLM manual 
requirement to include intermittent and ephemeral wa- 
terways in the review. 


The State Dwector's policy and guidance statement 
for conducting the BLM wild and scenic rivers review 
process in Wyoming was issued December 31, 1992. 
Minor editorial refinements to this policy and guidance 
were made on June 29. 1993, to make the wording more 
consistent with BLM Manual 8351. The policy and 
Quidance statement was again updated to reflect a 
December 1993 Washington office policy change con- 
cerning the inappropriate consideration of jurisdictional 
CONCeINS as an eligibility criterion instead of a suitability 
factor. 


A September 20. 1989. Federal Register notice in- 
Cluded the intent to conduct a wild and scenic rivers 
review in the Newcastle RMP planning area. 


On June 20. 1991. an open house was held at the 
Newcasile Field office (formerly reterred to as the New- 
castle Resource Area) in Newcastle Several topics 
Giscussed al the open house covered all wentiied 
SSUES and land use and resource management options 
to be addressed in the Newcastie EIS. including the wild 
and scenic rivers review. On June 28. 1991. a presenta- 
ton on the Newcastle wild and scenic rivers review was 


given to the Casper District Multiple Use Advisory Coun- 
cil 


On February 12. 1992. the Newcastle wild and scenic 
rivers review Was OISCUSSEC wilt: a representative of the 
Sverra Club. 


in July 1992. BLM personnel breted Wyoming state 
agencies on the preliminary eligibility and suitability 
tndings of the wild and scenic rivers review i. the 
Newcastle RMP planning area. No BLM-admunistered 
public lands along waterways in the planning area were 
found to meet either the eligibility criteria or the suitability 
factors. Due to a BLM policy change. some BLM. 
admunistered public land parcels along eight waterways 
inthe review area were found to meet the wild and scenic 
rivers eligibility criteria. However. these BLM-admunis- 
tered public lands were not found to meet the wild and 
scenic rivers Suitability factors. Thus. the policy change 
Gr not result in any net Change in the ultymate outcome 
of the wild and scenic rivers review in the Newcastle 
RMP planning area. This is explained further below. 
The RMP update mailed to everyone on the Newcastle 
mailing ist discusses the Change (appendix M in the 
second draft document) 


General mailings were sent to the individuals. interest 
groups. and agencies on the Newcastle Field Office's 
mailing list. requesting input for the development of the 
Newcastle RMP. throughout the RMP development 
process. individuals and groups that have expressed 
imterest in special designations or special Management 
areas (Such as wild and scenic rivers) are included on 
the list. 


Briefings on the eligibility and suitability determwna- 
tions were also given to the Wyoming Congressional 
delegation representatives. representatives from ‘ocal 
government agencies. and the Crook. Weston and Nio- 
brara County Commissioners 
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PROCESS 


The following definitions apply to key terms used 
in the WSRR process 


Waterway A ‘lowing body of waler of estuary or a 
section. portion. or tnbutary thereof. nciuding nvers. 
streams. creeks. runs. kills. rilis. and small lakes. For 
purposes of tfws rewew. a waterway 1S not required to 
have water in @ year-round and may be ephemeral or 
mernntient 


Public lands The BLM-.admunistered public land sur- 
tace along waterways wittwn an RMP planning area 
Those ‘split estate lands. where the land surface 5 
State Or privately Owned and the tedera! muneral estate 
'S adrmurustered Dy the BLM. are not involved with these 
reviews Other references to segments. parcels. corri- 
dors. and waterways. all represent pubic lands. whch is 
the bass for our review 


The BLM wild and scenic rivers review in the New- 
castie RMP planning area will entail a three-step pro- 
cess of 


1. Determuning t BLM-admrustered public lands along 


waterways Meet the eligi sity criteria to be tentatively 
classified as wild. scenu . or recreational. 


2. Determining i any of thos 2 public lands that meet the 
eligibility criteria also met the wild and scenic rivers 
Suitability factors 


3. Determining how any of those public lands that meet 
the surtability factors will be managed to protect ther 
outstandingly remarkable values and thew tentative 
wild. scenic. or recreational Classification. 


These steps are further defined as follows: 


Step |: Wild and Scenic Rivers Eligibility 
Criteria and Tentative Classification 


To meet the eligibility criteria, a waterway must be 
tree-flowing and. along with its adjacent land area. 
Must possess one or More ‘outstandingly remarkable’ 
values. As part of the eligibility review, BLM planning 
team members reviewed all waterways in the Newcastle 
RMP planning area to see if they contained any BLM- 
administered public lands that meet the eligibility crite- 
ria. Only those portions of waterways flowing through 
BLM-admunistered public lands were considered. The 
following are the guidelines used in applying the eligibil- 
ity criteria on BLM-admunistered public land surtace in 
the Newcastle RMP planning area 


Free-flowing Free-fiowing 1s defined in the WSRA as 
‘existing or flowing in natural Condition without impound- 
ment. diversion, straightening. np-rapping, or other 


modiication of the waterway The exstence of small 
Gams. Giversion works. or other munor structures al the 
time the nver segment is beng considered shail not 
aulomatically Grsquality « for possible addition to the 
WSRS. A nver need not be ‘boatabie or floatabie’ n 
order to be eligibie: there is NO “murumum flow’ require- 
ment. 


Outstandingly Remarkable Values The BLM admin 
tStered public land surface along waterways must also 
possess one or more outstandingly remarkable values 
to be eligible for further consideration. Outstandingly 
remarkable values relate to scenic. recreational. geo- 
logic. fish and wildite. histonc. Cultural. or other similar 
resource values 


The term ‘outstandingly remarkable value 1s not 
precisely defined in the WSRA. However. these values 
must be directly waterway related. The criteria for out- 
standingly remarkable values. used for the review of 
BLM-admurstered public land surtace in the Newcastle 
RMP planning area. are as follows: 


Scenic The landscape elements of landform. veg- 
etation. water. color. and related factors result in 
notable or exemplary visual features ano or attrac: 
tions. Additional factors such as seasonz! varia- 
tons in vegetation. scale of cultural modif.cations. 
and length of time negative intrusions ae viewed 
can also be considered when analyzing scenic 
values. Scenery and visual attractions may be 
highly diverse over the majority of the BLM-admin- 
istered public land surface involved: are not com- 
mon to other waterways in the area: and must be 
of a quality to attract visitors from outside the area 


Recreational. Recres:;ona! opportunities on the 
BLM-administered public land surface are unique 
enough to attract visitors from outside the area 
Visitors would be willing to travel long distances to 
use the waterway resources on the public lands for 
recreational purposes. Waterway related opportu- 
nities Could inciude. bul are not limited to. 


interpretive opportunities may be exceptional and 
attract visitors from outside the area. The water- 
way May provide settings for national or regional 
commercial uSage Of Competitive events. 


Geologic: The BLM-administered public land sur- 
face provides an example(s) of a geologic feature. 
process. or phenomenon that 13 rare. unusual, or 
unique to the area. The feature(s) may be in an 
unusually active stage of development. represent 
a ‘textbook’ example and/or represent a unique or 
rare combination of geologic features (for example. 
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Structures) 


Fisheries. The fishery values on the BLM-admun- 
istered public land surface may be judged on the 
relatrve merits of either frsh populations or habitat. 
or acombination of these conditions. For example: 


a Populations The waterway or waterway seg- 
ment on BLM-admunistered public land surface 
iS a Contributor to one of the top producers of 
resident, indigenous fish species. either na- 
tionally or regionally. Of particular significance 
may be the presence of wild or unique Stocks. 
or populations of federally listed or candidate 
threatened or endangered species. Diversity 
of species is also important 


b. Habitat. The BLM-admunistered public land 
surtace 1s contributing to exceptionally high 
Quality habitat for fish species indigenous to the 
region. O! particular significance may be habr- 
tat for federally listed or candidate threatened 
and ercanyered species. 


Wildlife. Wiidiite values on the BLM-admunistered 
public land surface may be judged on the relative 
merits of either wildlife populations or habitat. or a 
combination of these conditions. For example: 


a. Populations. The BLM-admuinistered public 
land surface is contributing to populations of 
resident or indigenous wildlife species impor- 
tant in the area or nationally. Of particular 
significance are species Considered to be unique 
or populations of federally listed or candidate 
threatened or endangered species. Diversity of 
species is also important. 


b. Habitat. The BLM-administered public ‘and 
surface is contributing to exceptionally high 
Quality habitat for wiidife species important in 
the area or nationally. or may provide unique 
habitat or a critical link in habitat conditions for 
federally listed or Candidate threatened or en- 
dangered species. Adjacent habitat conditions 
are such that the biological needs of the spe- 
cres are met. 


Cultural) The BLM-administered public land sur- 
face contains examples of outstanding cultural 
sites which have unusual Characteristics relating 
to prehistoric or historic use. Sites may be impor- 
tant in the area or nationally for interpreting prehis- 
tory or history: may be rare and represent an area 
where a culture or cultural period was first identi- 
fred and described: may have been used concur- 


rently by two Or more Cultural groups: or may have 
beer used by cultural groups for rare or sacred 
purposes. 


Historical) The BLM-admuinistered public land sur- 
face contains a site(s) or feature(s) associated with 
a signiicamt event. an important person. or a 
Cultural activity of the past that was rare. wu: uSual. 
Or uTuque mn the area. 


Note. Eligibility for inciusion in the National Reg- 
ister of Histonc Places. by itself. is not sufficient 


justfication for being considered outstandingly 
remarkable 


Similar Values Other values may include signifi- 
Or ecologic resources as long as the, are water- 
way related. 


Tentative Classification At the same time that eligibul- 
ity determnations are made. BLM-admuinistered public 
lands that meet the eligibility criteria are also given a 
tentative classification (either wild. scenic. or recre- 
atonal). as required by the Act. Tentative classification 
iS based on the ty pe and degree of human developments 
associated wit’: the BLM-admunistered public lands in- 
volved and adjacent lands at the time of the review. 
Actual classification is a congressional legislative deter- 
mination. 


The tentative classifications. as used by BLM in 
Wyomung. are further defined as follows: 


Wild Waterway Areas WV)ic areas are those where 
the waterways or sections of waterways on the 
BLM-admuinistered public land surtace are free of 
impoundments and generally inaccessible except 
by trail with watersheds or shorelines essentially 
primitive and waters unpolluted. These represent 
vestiges of primitive America. Wild means unde- 
veloped: roads. dams. or diversion works are gen- 
erally absent from a | .-mule corndor on both sides 
of the waterway 


Scenic Waterway Areas Scenic areas are those 
where the waterways or sections of waterways on 
the BLM. admunistered public land surface are gen- 
erally tree of impoundments. with shorelines or 
watersheds still largely primitive and shorelines 
largely undeveloped. but accessible in places by 
roads. Scenic does not necessarily mean the wa- 
terway corridor has to have scenery as an out- 
standingly remarkable valve: however, it means 
the waterway Of waterway segment may contain 
more development (except for major dams or 
diversion works) than a wild segment and less 
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development than a recreational segment. For 
example. roads May cross the waterway m places 
but generally do not run paraiiel to 4. In certain 
cases. however. @ a parallel road is unpaved and 
wo"l-screercd from the waterway Dy vegetation or 
a hill tor exampie. i could quality for scenic classi- 
fication. 


Recreational Waterway Areas Hecreatona ar. 
eas are those where the waterways or secuons of 
waterways on the BLM-admurustered public land 
surtace are readily accessible by road or railroad. 
that may have some development aiong thew 
shorelines. and that may have undergone some 
impoundment or Gversion in the past. Parallel 
ros<*s © railroads. «+ the existence of small dams 
Of GrvefSiOns, Can be allowed im thus classification. 
A recreational area classification does not imply 
that the waterway or section of waterway on the 
public land surtace will be managed or have prior- 
ity for recreational use or development 


Results of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Eligibility Review for the Newcastle RMP 


Planning Area 

The Newcastle wild and scenic rivers rewew team 
met on October 9. 10. 11. 22. and 23. 1992. to conduct 
the prelirmnary elgibility review for the ‘vaterways in the 
Newcastle RMP planning area. 


Because of the broad interpretation of the ‘free flow- 
iNg critenon. all waterways reviewed were assumed to 
be free-flowing. Using an interdisciplinary approach. 
these waterways were further reviewed to determine 
whether any BLM-admunistered public lands along ihe 
courses contained any of the outstandingly remarkable 
values described in the elig’Dility criteria. Of the 226 
waterways reviewed in the RMP planning area. the 
BLM-administered lands along 218 of the wa’erways 
were found to not have outstandingly remarkable valves 
and were dropped from further consideration 


Pursuant to BLM Manual 8351 (May 19. 1992). an 
additional eligibility criterion. the “Jurisdictional Consid- 
erations criterion. was established. This new criterion 
provided that. where the BLM.administered public land 
eurtace represents less than 40% of the shoreline in a 
waterway or waterway segment being reviewed. the 
BLM-admunistered public land surface involved wil: be 
considered to be inelg’die for further consideration in 
considering this new criterion. 19 BLM-admunistered 
public land parcels. scattered along the remaining 8 of 
the waterways reviewed (Beaver Creek West Plum 
Creek. Biacktail Canyon. Belle Fourche River. inyan 
Kara Creek. Whoopup Creek. Cave Springs Creek. and 
Bear Run Creek) were found to not meet the eligibility 





cmtena. Subsequently. thes jursdictonal eligibility crite- 
non policy was rescinded (BLM Washington Office in- 
structon Memorandum No. 94-69. December 3. 1993). 
because junsdictional considerations (admurustrative role 
or presence) are factors of sutabilty. rather than eligibi- 
ity crtena. and are more appropriately adoressed m the 
Suitability Getermination phase of the review process. 
As a result. the 19 parcels of BLM-admunistered public 
lands along the rema:mwng 8 waterways mentioned above 
were found to meet the wild and scenic rivers eligibility 
crtena. Attachment A (Wild anc Scenic Rivers Eligibility 
Review) shows the waterways contamning BLM-admuns.- 
tered public lands that were reviewed and the eligibility 
Geterminations made for the public lands involved. 


Attachment B and Table B (waterway segment iden- 
thcation and classification) describe the involved pubhc 
lands in more detail and show the tentatrve classification 
(erther wild. scenic. or recreational) grven to each of the 
BLM-adrmunistered public land parcels that meet the 
eligibility criteria. 


Step ll: Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Suitability Factors 


Any BLM-admuinistered public lands that are found to 
meet the eligibility criteria and that are classified (wid. 
scenic. Or recreational) are further reviewed to deter. 
mune if they meet the wild and scenic rivers suitabulity 
factors. The suitability determinations are made after 
the general public. local. state and federal governments 
and agencies. and other interccied partes have re- 
viewed the eligibility and classification determinations 


Some factors to be considered in making the suitabil- 
ity determinations include. but are not mited to 


1. Characteristics which do or 4n not make the BLM. 
adrmumstered public lads a worthy addition to the 
WSRS 


2. Status of landownership. minerals (surface and sub- 
surface). use in the area. including the amount of 
private land involved. and 2ssoc’ated or incumpat- 
ible uses. Jurisdictional cons'yeration (adrmunistra- 
te role and or presence) muti be taken into account. 
to ihe extent that management would be affected. 
Reter to BLM Manual 8351 33A2 (as amended on 
December 22. 1993) tor additional information and 
details on the consideration of this suitability factor. 





3. Reasonably foreseeable potential use of the BLM- 
adrwnstered put’ « lands and related waters which 
would be enhanced. foreclosed. or curtailed if they 
were included in the WSRS. and the valves which 
Could be foreclosed or diminished if the BLM-admin- 
istered public lands are not protected as part of the 
system 
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4 Pubic. state. local. tribal. or federal mierest m desig- 
nahon or nondesignation of any part or all of the 
waterway MvOlved. including the extent to whch the 
adrrurstration of any or all of the waterway mciuding 
Costs thereo!. may be shared by state. & -al. or offer 
AQeENCIES ANd iNdrviduals 


5 Estimated cost of acquiring necessary lands and 
mierests nm lands and of adrmunistering the area ¢ @ 1s 
added to the WSRS Section 6 of ine WSRA outhnes 
pokes and umatons of acquiring lands or imterests 
in land by donation. exchange. consent of owners 
easement. transier. assignment of nghts. cr con. 
Gemnation within and outside established river DOUNd- 
anes 


6. Ability of the BLM to manage and or protect the BLM 
adrurmstered public lands involved as a WSR or 
other mechanisms (existing of potential) to protect 
Sentihed values other than WSR designation 


7. Hustoncal or existing nghts which would De adversely 
affected in the surtabiity "ewew adequate consid 
eration will be given to nghts held by other landown 
ers and applicants. lessees Clarmants or authorized 
users of the BLM-admurustered pubic ‘ands involved 


8. Other issues and concerns. ¢ any 


Results of the Wild and Scenic Rivers 
Suitability Review for the Newcastle RMP 


Planning Area 


Due to the jurisdictional considerations policy change 
mentoned above. a Suitability review was Conducted on 
the BLM-adrrunistered public lands determined to meet 
the eligibility critena (BLM lands along Beaver Creek 
West Plurn Creek. Biackta’ Canyon. Belle Fourche 
River. iny.an Kara Creek. Whoopup Creek. Cave Springs 
Creek and Bear Run Creek) to determine whether or not 
they meet the wild and scenic rivers suitability tactors 
The Newcastle WSR prelmunary suitability determina. 
tons were made based on an internal BLM screening of 
the above eight factors Both in-house knowledge and 
comments recerved from the general public were used 
to make these Getermmnations. Much of the public input 
recerved Guring the eligibility phase involved discussion 
of suitability factors This input proved very valuabie in 
helping the BLM to make the prelimwnary suitability 
Getermnations All partes who participated in the 
eligibility review process were noted of the prelirmunary 





Suttabity Getermunatons Dy mal and were afiorded tne 
opportumity to comment Speciaksts Getermmed that 
none of the BLM adrrunstered Dubhc lands involved met 
the Sudabity factors. theretore. they wel not be consid- 
ered tor mciusion nthe WSRS Amachmert C (Wild and 
Scemc Rivers SutaDity Rewew) summarizes the wa- 
terways Ccontammwng BLM. adrmunrstered pubic lands. that 
were reviewed and the sutabilty Getermnatons made 
tor the publc lands involved 


Step ill: Management of BLM- 
administered Public Lands That 
Meet the Suitability Factors 


Because there were no BLM. administered public 
lands found to meet the sutabiity tactors. step ili of the 
review process (described below) is not applicable to. 
anc was Not Conducted as part of the wild and scenic 
rnvers review process in the Newcastie RMP planning 
area lt described here for imtormational purposes 
only Management of the BLM adrunistered public 
lands involved will be included wittwn the provisions of 
the general planning and management Gecrsions of the 
Newcastie RMP 


BLM land use planning cecisions are Geveloped and 
implemented for any BLIM-admunstered public lands 
along waterways that ae Getermined to Meet the surt- 
ability tactors These planrwng decisions are made in the 
RMP and include management objectives. manage- 
ment actions. and appropiate allocations of land and 
resource uses that would maintain the outstandingly 
remarkabie values and tentatrve wild and scenic water. 
way Classifications Wentifed on the BLM- administered 
public lands involved 


BLM. adrwnistered public lands that are determined 
to meet the suitability factors would then be managed 
under the BLM s land use plan management decisions 
indetinitely At some time in the future. 1s possible that 
the Secretary of the interior may direct the BLM to 
participa.e in the development of wild and scenic river 
Study reports The results and documentation of the 
BLM wild and scenic river reviews for the RMP planning 
area would be used in developing any such reports 


Attachment C summarizes the wild and scenic rivers 
Suitability review conducted for the Newcastle RMP 


planning area 














ATTACHMENT A 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 
Oustanorgy 
Segre? Town Quarter Free Re “a"eatue 
Courty NUTDe” Name of Waterway a) Range Sector Quarter Quater Flown’ Values” 
Neotr ara Ss! Creyenne Aver ION 62 W 01 NW SE ves Wo 
Nicky ava $? Creyerne Rwer s'N yw 6 st NW Yes No 
Nobrara 33 A™eope Crees 3eN 62 W 2 Sw SW Yes No 
Not ata Ss Black Ta’ Crees VN 6'w 9 Sw Sw Yes No 
Notrara $5 ind.an Cree 35N 60 W 27 NE _ Yes No 
Nota’. Se Streav™ ¥N 65 W 7; “te SE ves No 
Notr ara SB Cow Crees 38 N 66 Ww ¢7 NE SE Yes No 
Nobra’a $9 Cow Cree 38N 06 Ww o9 st Nw Yes No 
NoDrara $10 Lite Cow Creat xen 6’ Ww 24 St - Yes feo 
Nt aa S'' Soring Crees 39N 65 W 34 _ - Yes No 
Not ara S'2 Sout? Greasewood Crees JON 64 Ww 34 NW = Yes No 
Nob ara $13 Deon Draw 40N 65 W 5 NE - Yes No 
Nobrara S’4 Sry Jer Crees 40N 65 W 3) Sw ~ ves No 
NOt ara $'5 Soyder Crees 40N 65 W Ww WE SF Yes No 
Neo ara Sté Soyder Cree« 40 N 65 W 29 NE NW Yes No 
Nrobr ara si; Stream JON 65 Ww 2 NE NE ves No 
Not cra $'8 Sroyde Crees 40N 65 W 23 NW NE Yes No 
Nob ara sie Ronbers Roost Crees 40N 6. WwW os NW NW ves No 
Nebrara $2 Srrear 40N 60 W -) SW Nw Yes No 
Westor x2" Srea™ 45N oe. W 04 SW - ves No 
Weston 22 Stream 45.N 63 W j4 SW Sw Yes No 
Westor 323 Stream 45.N 63 W 04 Sw SE ves No 
Wesson S24 Strear 45N 63 W 28 SE - Yes No 
Westor $25 Porson Crees 46N 63 W 0 NW Yes No 
Weston $26 Beaver Crees 46N 63 W 3% Sw - Yes No 
Weston 27 Beaver Crees 46N 63 W 3" NW NW Yes No 
Westor $28 Beaver Creet 46N 64 W 23 SE St Yes No 
Weston $29 Beaver’ Crees 46N 64 W 23 sé st ves No 
Westor <% Beaver Crees 2N 61 WwW 07 NW NE Yes No 
Westor $3" Beaver Crees 42N 61 W 06 Sw NW Yes No 
Westor $32 Paver Crees 42N 6'w 06 Sw SW Ves No 
Wes*o” $33 Stream 46N 54 Ww § NE - Ves No 
Westor $34 Beavey Crees 47N 60 W 03 NW - ves Yes 
Weston $35 West Pium Crees 46 62 W 27 SE Sw Yes Yes 
Westor sé West Plum Crees 46N 6562 W 2? St Sw ves Yes 
Weston $37” Biacktay Canyon 46N 62 W 5 SE NW Ves Ves 
Weston S38 Lone Tree Crees 45N 67 Ww 05 NE - Yes No 
Westor $39 Strea™ 45N 67 Ww 04 ot SE Yes No 
Westor $40 Soutm Beaver Crees 43% 62 W 28 SW NW Yes No 
Weston $4" Sout? Beaver Crees 43N 62 W 29 - Yes No 
Wes'on Sd Stream 4'N 6' Ww 13 SW Yes No 
Westor $4) Biacktar Crees 43 N 6' Ww 2’ NE NE Yes No 
Croce S44 No Fork Little Mo Ry 57 N 67 Ww a NE SE Yes No 
Croo- S45 No Fork Little Mo Ry 57 N 68 W 36 NW NE Yes No 
Croom $46 No Fork Litie Mo Py 57 NN 6 W 3 NW NE Ves No 
Croom $47 Betie Fourche Aver 53 .N 56 W 25 NW Yes Yew 
Croos S48 Betie Fourche Aver 53N 66 W 26 St - Yes Yes 
Croom 549 Beve Fourche Aver 55.N 64 Ww 13 Sw NE Yes Yes 
Croo- $50 Bete Fourche River 57 N 63 W 13 Sw NE ves Yes 
Croce $5’ Streav Sv N 6'W 02 Sw NE Yes No 
Coo* $52 Gat Cree 57 N ba W 03 we SE Yes No 
Crow $53 Holben Crees 58 N 64 WwW 33 NW Sw Yes No 
Croo* S54 Boggy Crees 57 N 63 W "9 Sw iw Yes No 
Croc $55 Prickly Pea Crees 5S’ N He Ww 2 St Sw Ves No 
Croom $56 Shor Crees 5a N 66 W 30 WE NE Yes No 
Croom $5” Thompso” Crees 58 N 65 Ww 29 St NE Yes No 
Croo* $58 Stream 53.N 67 Ww 25 NW NW Yes No 
Croot $59 Butaio Crees 49N 6’ Ww 3 WE Sw Yes No 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 
OSS SE OrGy 
Segre Town Quarter Foe Ae preabe 
Courtly Number Name Of Waterway Sk «) Range Sector quate Quate Ffoan«’ /aves” 
Crocs S40 Butta Crees SON aw 3 wwe SAW ve No 
Croom Se Cor Springs Crees 50 N 6' Ww 2 ne 3 ves or 
Crom Sh2 Core Sprig: Cece 50 N 6' Ww 2 ‘t Ne ves Sec 
Croom ) Cons Springs Crees S'N 6'w 4 Ss oad ves No 
Crocs wed inyan “ara Crees SON 64 W be Su sb ves ves 
Croo* S65 Lithe Machel Crees. 52N te WwW 6° ret SA vex feo 
Croce S66 Lote Mache! Creex S2N 6b WW : ret sé ve eo 
“rooe a Garnmon Pro 9 Crees 57 NN 67 W 2 Sv St Ven two 
Croom hae] Sream aon 66 W i SW “t ve er 
Croom S69 West Fore Wind Croem 4oN 66W x) ‘yt SW ves ‘wo 
Croom $70 West Fork Wind Crees 49oN 66 Ww ce Wi ve ee 
Crocs $71 Sream 49N be Vu 7 SW Ss ves No 
Croom $72 Stream 52 N 68 WW | raw Ye No 
Croos $73 Strea™ 52N 68 5 SW Sw ve %ec 
Croom $74 Stream 52 N 68 W %of eu ves we 
Croom $7*5 Sream 52 68 W ¥% ‘i ‘et ves ‘eo 
Croom 376 Stream 5'N 67 W 2 Net SW Yes “io 
Croom 77 Stream 53N 67 W 03 Sw ad ves Sr) 
Croom $78 Strearr 53N 66 W x0 Nev Neve ves two 
Croom $79 Stream 53N 68 W 3: wi vos No 
Croom $80 Streav 52% 66 V. 05 NE Sw ves G0 
Croom S8' Stream 5° N 66 W 05 NW ves NO 
Co* SB. ovean 52N 66 W 24 SE re ves Neo 
Crocs $83 Stren 5'N 66 W 01 SW ves eo 
Croom S84 Tomcat Crees 50 N 65 W 32 WE ves "0 
Croom S85 Stream 5ON 65 W 32 ad NW Yes No 
Croom S86 Stream 50 N 65 W 3" st Yes No 
Croom Ska Stream 50 N 64 wW 6 SE ‘WE Ves No 
Cook S89 Stream 50 N 64 W 06 st : Fes No 
Croom $9” Houston Crees 50 N 64 W 6 SE NW Yes wo 
Croom $9! Stream SON 64 W G7 NE -- Ves Yel 
Croom $92 Stream 49N 64 02 NW NV Ves "vo 
C room $93 Stream 52N 62 W 3" SW NW Ves No 
Croom $94 Stream 52N 6' W 3 Sw Sw Yes No 
Crook $95 Strearr a9N 65 W 07 NE st Yes No 
Croom $9 Stream 49N 05 W 0” NE st Yes ae) 
Croom $97 Stream 54N 68 Ww é5 NW NW ves NiO 
Croom $98 Stream 54N 68 W 25 WE NW ves No 
Croom sv Stream 49N 68 WwW 44 NE St Ves No 
Croom §100 Stream 54 N 6' WwW Of WE Sw ves No 
Croom $101 Stream S4N 6' W OF NE NW Ves No 
Coon $102 Stream 54N 6' Ww o ~ Yes No 
Croom $103 Strear SAN 6' Ww 97 NE Sw Yes No 
Crook $105 Stream 49N 65 W a’ SW Sw Yes Po 
Croom $106 Stream 56N 68 W 23 Sw NW Yes No 
Croom $107 Stream 56% 68 W 21 NE St Yes No 
Croom $108 Stream 56 N 68 W 03 SW NW Yes NO 
Croom $109 No Fork Little Mo Ry 57 N 67 W 3 st NW Yes No 
Croom $110 Stream 7% 67 W Oe St Yes No 
Crot« Siti Moulton Crees gN 67 Ww 28 ‘ve we Yes No 
rom S112 Stream SCN 67 WwW a? SW _ ves Neo 
Croom $113 Stream 58.N 67 W Ad Sw Yes No 
Croom Sits Stream 57 NN 67 W 23 - - ves No 
Croom $115 Battie Crees 5’ N 67 W § SW Sw Yes vo 
Croom 516 Bate Crees 57 N 67 Ww "5 Sw SW ves No 
Croom $117 Stream Ss’ N 67 W 27 SW NW Yes No 
Croom site Gammon Prong Crees s7N 67 Ww 28 SE St Ves No 
Croom $119 Littie Missour Aver SON 66 W 20 NW Nw Yes No 
Croom $120 TL Crees SEN 66 Ww 20 NW NVY Ves No 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 








Outstandingly 
Segment Town Quarter Free Remarkable 

County Number Name of Waterway stup Range Secton quarter Quarter Flowing? Values? 
OrOCm $12 Mure Crees 56 N 67 W 25 Sw NE Yves NO 
Cro0n $122 NMule Creek 56 N 67 W 25 Sw SE Yes No 
Crook $123 Carne Nation Crees 55 N 67 W 06 SE Sw Yes No 
Crook S124 Stream 56 N 67 W 19 NW —~ Yes No 
Croo- $125 Sream 56 N 67 W 30 NE NE ves No 
Crook S126 Stream 56 N 67 W 15 NW -~ Yes No 
Crook $127 Stream 56 N 67 W 15 Sw - ves No 
Crook $128 Stream 56 N 67 W 15 SE NE Yes No 
Croom $129 Lttie Missour! River 56 N 66 W 1g SF SE Yes No 
Croon $130 Latie Piney Crees SON 65 W 14 SE SE Yes No 
Croom $13 Witlow Creek 49N 65 W 14 SE SE Yes hc 
Croom $132 Deep Draw 43N 65 W 23 Sw — Yes No 
Croox $133 Willow Creek 49N 65 W 23 NE Yes No 
Crook S134 Deep Draw 49N 65 W 25 NW ) No 
Croom $135 Willow Crees 49N 65 Ww 23 SE . Yes No 
Croo- S136 Green River 49.N 65 W 26 SE St Yes No 
Croom 513 Wiltow Cree SON 65 W 25 SW SW Ye No 
Croom S'38 Strear 56 N 67 W 1? SE Sie Yes No 
( x $139 Stream 56 N 67 W 0: SE SE Yes No 
Croom S14 Srrean 56 N 67 W 0 SW Yes No 
Croos Si4 Stream 56 N 67 W 0 Sw Yes No 
C008 5142 eda Crees 56 N 67 W ’ NW Sw Yer No 
Uroor > 4 eda Crees 56 N 67 W . NW NW Ye No 
fOOr 44 Bush Crees 56 N 66 W 05 NE Ye No 
Croom Si4 Cedar Crees 56 N 67 W : SE Ye No 
Crook it No Fork | Mo Fy 56 N 67 W 02 NE NW Yes NO 
»* 5'4 ear 56 67 W ’ NE rae Ye No 
Toor S46 edar . 56 N 67 W 1¢ SE Ye No 
Croc S'4 ear 56 N 67 W SE Ye No 
Croor >" Strea 56 N 6; W 1¢ SW ve No 
Croot Ceda . SHON 67 W 7 SW - Ye No 
Crook ear 56 N 67 W 5 NE SE Ye: No 
Lrook 9153 Strear 56 N 67 W 5 NV Ye No 
Croom S154 stream 56 N 67 W 08 NW Ye No 
Croo* $155 Driscoll Crees 56 .N 67 W 08 NW Ye No 
Croor S156 Stream SH WN 67 W / NE Yer No 
Crook 315 Storm Draw 57 N 66 W ) SE Ye No 
Crook $158 Streary Ss; 67 W 5 NW NE Yes No 
Crook $161 North Draw S7N 66 W 18 NE Yes No 
Crook 9162 Strearr 57 N 66 W 5 SW SE Yes No 
Crook S163 Stream ’N 66 W 95 SE Sw Ye No 
Crook S164 Craft Draw 57 N 66 W 05 Sw Ves No 
Crook $165 Craft Draw 57 N 66 W 05 Sw Yes Wo 
Crook S166 Strand Draw 57N 66 W 21 NE Yor No 
Croor $167 No Fork Little Mo Ry 57 N 66 W 27 SW NW Yes No 
Crook $168 Prickly Pear Creek S7N 66 W 2 NW Sw Yes No 
Croox S164 Strear 56 N 6b W 23 NE Ye No 
Croo* $170 Stream 56 N 66 W 23 NE Yer No 
Croo* $171 Streat 57 N 65 W 15 SE NE Yes No 
Crook $177 Strear 5/N 65 W 5 St Yes No 
Croor $173 Strean 57 N 65 W 1 SE SE Yer No 
Crook S174 Strear 57 N 65 W 08 NW NE Yes No 
Crook S'/75 Bronco John Creek 57 N 655 W 35 NW Sw Yes No 
Crook 5176 Stream 56 N 65 W 02 Sw SE Yes No 
Crook $177 Lindsey Creek 56 N 65 W 1 SW NE Yes No 
Crook $178 Lindsey Crees 56 N 65 W 1 NW Yes No 
Crook $179 Stream 57 N 65 W 35 SE NW Yes No 
Crook $180 Stream 57 N 65 W 02 NW Yes No 
Crook $181 Stream 7N 65 W 02 NE SW Yes No 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 
Outstandingiy 
Segment Towr Quaner Free Remarkable 
County Number Name of Waterway snp Range Section Quarter Quarter Flowing? Values? 
Crook $182 Sage Creek 57N 65 W 02 NE SE Yes No 
Crook $183 Sage Creek 57N 65 W 01 Sw - ves No 
Crook $184 Stream 57N 65 W 01 Sw SE Yes No 
Crook $185 Lettie Missour River 57N 65 W 29 NW NE ves No 
Crook $186 Littie Missour) River 56 N 66 W 17 NW NW yes No 
Crook $187 Latie Mrssour: River 56 N 66 Wi 17 Nw NW ves No 
Crook $188 Lettie Missour: River 56 N 66 W 17 Ni NW Yes No 
Crook $189 Little Missour River 56 N 66 W 17 NW Sw Yes No 
Crook $190 Stream 56 N 66 W 29 SW NW Yes No 
Crook $191 Stream 58 N 65 W » NW — Yes No 
Crook $192 Stream 58 N 65 W x NE NE Yes No 
Crook $193 Stream 58 N 65 W 19 SE SE ves No 
Crook $194 Stream 58 N 65 W 30 Sw _ Yes No 
Crook $195 Stream 58 N 65 W x) Sw ~ Yes No 
Crook $196 Stream 58 N 65 W 32 Sw NW yes No 
Crook $197 Stream 58 N 65 W 3 NE NE Yes No 
Crook $198 Stream 58 N 65 W 28 Sw ~ Yes No 
Crook $199 Stream 56N 66 W 29 NE SE Yes No 
Crook $200 Stream 56 N 06 Ww 28 Sw -- Yes No 
Crook $201 Dinky Creek 56 N 66 W 28 NE NE Yes No 
Crook $202 Stream 56N 66 W 27 NW - Yes No 
Crook $203 Stream 55 N 66 W 15 SE NE Yes No 
Niobrara $204 Twentyone Draw 40N 60 W 06 SE - Yes No 
Niobrara $205 Twentyone Draw 40N 60 W 08 NW ~ Yes No 
Crook $206 Stream 56 N 65 W 18 SE NE Yes No 
Crook $207 Stream 56 N 65 Vd 18 NE - Yes No 
Crook $208 Stream 56 N 65 W 07 SE NE Yes No 
Crook $209 Big Draw 56 N 65 W 05 NE _ Yes No 
Crook $210 Strea.n 57N 65 W 33 NE NW Yes No 
Crook $211 Stream 57 N 65 W 33 NW NW Yes 40 
Crook $212 Stream 57 N 65 W 32 NE Yes No 
Crook $213 Gatt Creek 57N 64 W 02 Sw Sw Yes No 
Crook S214 Stream 57N 64 W 14 NW NW Yes No 
Crook $215 Gatt Creek 57N 64 W 14 NW - Yes No 
Crook $216 Stream 57N 64 W 2 NE NW Yes No 
Crook $217 Stream 57N 64 W 15 SE SW Yes No 
Crook $218 Stream 58 N 61 W 30 NW Yes No 
Crook $219 Stream 58 N 61 W 25 SE NE Yes No 
Nwobrara $220 Ow! Creek 40 N 66 W 08 SE SE Yes No 
Niobrara $221 Ow! Creek 41 N 66 W 31 SE . Yes No 
Niobrara $222 Stream 40N 66 W Od NE NE Yes No 
Niobrara $223 Fred Draw 41 N 66 W 27 NW SE Yes No 
Nwobrara $224 Stream 40 N 67 W 24 NE SE Yes No 
Niobrara $225 West Bull Creek 39 N 67 W 26 NE NE Yee No 
Nrobrara $226 Little Cow Creek 38 N 66 W 2 SW NE Yes No 
Niobrara $227 Stream 39 N 65 W 35 Sw NW Yes No 
Niobrara $228 Dogre Creek 39N 66 W 08 SE - Yes No 
Nrobrara $229 Stream 39'N 66 W 08 SE NE Yes No 
Niobrara $230 Stream 39 N 66 W 17 SE NE Yes No 
Niobrara $23! Snyder Creek 39 N 66 W 06 SE - Yes No 
Nwobrara $232 Snyder Creek 40N 66 W 33 SW - Yes No 
Niobrara $233 Stream 40N 66 W 33 SW NW Yes No 
Niobrara $234 Stream 38N 64 W 05 SE _ Yes Nu 
Niobrara $235 Stream 38.N 64 W 05 SE -- Yes No 
Niobrara $236 Stream 39 N 64 W 27 Sw NE Yes No 
Nuobrara $237 Stream 39 N 64W 27 Sw NW Yes No 
Niobrara $238 Stream 39N 65 Ww 13 SW SW Yes No 
Nvobrara $239 Stream 39. N 65 W 25 SE — Yes No 
Niobrara $240 Boggy Creek 39 N 64 W 17 NW - Yes No 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 





Outstandingly 








Tow Quarter Free Remarkable 
ne of Waterway ng Range Section Quarter Quarter Fiowimng? Values? 
‘7 ao N 64 W J SW SE Yes No 
’ 39 N 64 W 08 SE SW Ver No 
" 40N 65 W 2 SW Yes No 
’ 49 N 54 W ; SW SE Ye No 
4ON 65 W 3 Nv NW re No 
$0 N 65 W 1 SE ve No 
40 N 64 VW 1 > WV NE v¢ No 
+ . 40 N 64 W ’ N vw N E Te No 
N 3 W 5 Vi Yes No 
_ , Ny oS VV NE N V's re Nc 
; ; N . V's NE NE Te No 
» ow a ore N <4 VV NW ve No 
aN 63 VV SW res No 
é yood Crees iN 63 W St Ne ve No 
BN 63 WW NV Ye No 
’,* +e N . VV NE NV Ye No 
iw ‘ Ny 63 VV >f ve : 
A 40 N VV NE SV re N 
‘ - N vd NV NIV ve N 
A ‘ * NE vf No 
Ny [x VV >t he ve Nic 
Ny 5 Vv N Vy r¢ Na 
y VV t v¢ N 
Ny » VW . Ne ve NC 
i. ‘ Wy Ni Ne " ty 
yi N 5 Vv VN re ve N 
y 4 \ ' v\ Ne 7? N 
> a + 4 , a W L 
: ’F ry . 
Ny VV V ’ Ny 
‘ ‘ " — ‘ 
’ ‘ vi wv ¥ 
Ny ve t T* N 
a a ’ Nj vv ’ N 
» ’ , vv 7 N 
e , ve Ny vV re N 
sf ’ Vy . Nic 
. . , 4? v's NY ve ve 
" ° ’ VV ‘ ve 
» ; 4 oy vi ve 
7? ," y Yo 
" .3 + Ve ve 
" - aT v< Ve 
a V vi vé 
85% VV vé ve 
. N Ht W N v¢ N 
; : te fy vy vé vé 
HN ve . rf N 
’ 4 iN : vv ve N 
: . N 60 Vi ve N 
A . . Ny ve Tf No 
‘ ; ” ; 4 a Ws No 
‘ . 4 Ry by W« No 
] iy » 7 i5N vv vf Ne 
 y eee in N WV rf No 
* 46, N . VW ’ vf Ni 
y Vary Cree N 60 W ve No 
ty ay fees i5N 60 W ' ve No 
w Cree 44—N 60 W ve No 
’ iW wok Tra i4 NW ’ VV 3 ve No 
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ATTACHMENT A (continued) 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY REVIEW 





Outstanongly 





Segment Town Quarter Free Remarkable 
County Nurnder Name of Waterway sup Range Section Quarter Quarter Fiowng’ Valves? 
Weston $300 Cedar Draw Creek Tribs 44N 60 W 08 Ye Nio 
Weston $301 Hay Creex 41N 60 W 05 Et 2 ves Nc 
Weston $302 Line Crees 43N 60 W 33 Ye Nic 
Wesion $303 Rats Valley Crees 45N 60 W 18 Ves No 
Vweston $304 Rats Valiey Creek 45N 61 W 13 Yes NO 
Weston $305 Rats Valley Creek 45N 6) W 24 Ye No 
Weston $306 Sheep Creek & Trips 41 N 61 W 05 ve No 
Weston $307 Stream 48 N 68 W 25 Ye No 
Weston $308 Stream 48N 68 Vi 26 Ye No 
Weston $309 Stream 47N 68 W 01 Ye NO 
Weston $310 Stream 47N 68 W 02 Ye o 
Weston $31 7 Strearr 47N 68 W 04 ves Ro 
Weston $312 Strear? 47N 68 VW 09 ve No 
Westor $313 Strear 47N 68 W 14 ves No 
Weston $314 Stream 47N 68 W € ve No 
Weston $315 Stream 47N 67 W 1/7 ve No 
Weston $316 Stream 47N 67 W ™ Ye No 
Weston S3i/ Strearr 47N 60 W y9 vé Nic 
Vestor $318 Strearr 47N VV 44 vé No 
Weston $319 Stream 46N vv Tultipie Yes No 
Weston $320 Stream 41 N 61 W 17 Ye No 
NuObr ara $321 21 Draw Creek & Trips 49 N 60 W OF Ver No 
N»obrara $322 21 Draw Creek & Tribs 40 N 60 W D7 ve Nic 
Niobrara $323 21 Draw Creek & Tribs 40 N 60 W 18 Ves No 
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ATTACHMENT B 
IDENTIFICATION AND CLASSIFICATION OF BLM-ADMINISTERED 
PUBLIC LANDS ALONG THE WATERWAYS DETERMINED TO MEET THE 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 


SEGMENT OF WATERWAY REVIEWED 


INYAN KARA CREEK 


inyan Kara Creek flows for approxmately 21°» linear 
miles. Lessthan «me of the creek flows across public 
land acrmumstered by the BLia from its ongin to its 
confiuence with the Belle Fourche River. The public land 
portion hes im a scenic creek bottom in rolling terrain. 
The nparian zone includes Geciduous trees and shrubs 
The BLM. admunistered portion of the stream is not large 
enough to preserve the outstanding values of the area. 


WHOOPUP CREEK AND TRIBUTARIES 


The Whoopup Creek drainage and its tributaries on 
public land pass through vaned terrain along the foothills 
of Elk? 2untain. apart of the Black Hills of South Dakota 
and Wyoming. The creek itself has been dry for several 
years: the tributaries are intermittent. flowing only when 
snowmelt and heavy rains are occur. The main drainage 
of Whoopup Creek passes through Whoopup Canyon. 
asteep-wlied scenic canyon. There is no public access 
to any segments of Whoopup Creek and only limited foot 
access to the public land along its tributanes. A portion 
of the pubic land along Whoopup Creek is managed as 
part of an ACEC for other values. and to protect the 
character of the drainage. ‘he scattered parcels and 
intermittent landownership do not lend themselves to 
management as a componern' of the WSR system 


CAVE SPRINGS CREEK 


Cave Springs Creek drainage is approximately 3 
mules long of which approximately 1 mile crosses BLM- 
administered public land. The drainage passes through 
broken terrain with Geciduous trees and shrubs in a 
portion of the nparian Zone and grassiand in the remain- 
der of the area. There 1s no public access. Scenic and 
historic values are not threatened. Public land manage- 
ment has only a minor influence on the character of the 
area. The public land segments alone do not contain the 
most significant historic or scenic values on the stream 
Due to the small amount of public land and the lack of 
threats to values, the area is not recommended as 
suitable for inclusion in the WSR system 
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BEAR RUN CREEK 


Bear Run Creek traverses approximately 5 miles of 
which approximately *« mile is on BLM-administered 
public land. This is an extremely rough and steep area 
in the foothills of the Biack Hills of South Dakota and 
Wyoming. The BLM segment in itself is not manageable 
for any purposes other than its current uses which are 
recreation. potential timber management. and hmited 
livestock grazing. Adjacent private lands have been 
subdivided and developed as seasonal home sites 
Public access is by foot only. 


WEST PLUM CREEK 


West Plum Creek flows for approximately 10’ » linear 
miles. BLM-admunistered public land occurs in two 
parcels totalling ‘» mile in length. The area is in scenic 
pine-covered. steep terrain. The creek bottom mean. 
ders and has shrubs and deciduous trees along a portion 
of its length. Due to the smal! amount of public land and 
the scattered ownership pattern the public land seg- 
ments are not recommended for inclusion as part of the 
WSR system 


BLACKTAIL CANYON CREEK 


Biacktail Canyon Creek flows for approximately 4 
linear miles with approximately . mile crossing BLM- 
admunistered public land. The area is in the foothitis of 
the Black Hills of South Dakota and Wyoming and 
crosses rugged steep terrain with pine-covered siopes 
and shrubs and deciduous trees in the nparian zone 
Due to the small amount of public land this segment is 
not recommended for inc'usion in the WSR system 


BELLE FOURCHE RIVER 


The Belle Fourche River flows for approximately 75 
linear miles in the planning area with less than 2'» miles 
in four segments crossing BLM-admunistered public 
land. Only one parcel has public access. The Belle 
Fourche River flows through varied terrain changing 
from grass-shrub rangeland to steep pine-covered ter- 
rain with cottonwoods and willows in the riparian zone 
and grading back to grassiand. Leaty spurge. a noxious 
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weed. has become established and is al imiestatbon 
levels along several segments both on public and pri- 
vate ‘and. While the length of the river can be considered 
highly scenic and passes through Devils Tower National 
Monument. the public land segments are separated and 
do not contribute enough river distance to justify inciu- 
sion in the WSR system 
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STOCKADE BEAVER CREEK 


The public land segment (approximately \< mile) on 
Stockade Beaver Creek has been transterrec to Weston 
County under the provisions of the Recreation and 
Public Purposes Act and is no longer in federal owner- 
stp. The area is currently being managed by Weston 
County as part of a county recreation site 




















TABLE B 
IDENTIFICATION AND TENTATIVE CLASSIFICATION OF BLM-ADMINISTERED PUBLIC LAND PARCELS 
THAT MEET THE WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA 
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PRELIMINARY 
DISTANCE TO NEXT DESCRIPTION AND CLASSIFICATION OF 
MILEAGE ACROSS NAME AND LOCATION PUBLIC LAND VALUES OF PUBLIC PUBLIC LAND 
PARCEL NUMBER PUBLIC LAND OF WATERWAY PARCEL LAND PARCEL PARCEL 
INYAN KARA CREEK 
1(S64) T SON single parce! Wide creek botiom scenc 
RA 66Ww npanan zone moludes 
section 35. SWSE Geciduous trees and 
shrubs. scemc setting 
WHOOPUP CREEK 
$1(S276) T 43N « mile to S7 Dry creek bed m can recreation 
R60 Ww. yor steep walls tew scenic > 
section 6. SENW cofionwood trees sca! 
tered stwuds 
= 
$2(S277) T. 43N ‘g mile to S2 intermatant stream recreation o 
R 6OW tributary to Whoopup scernc ~ 
section 20 Creek. broken terrain fo) 
with scattered pine and 
juTuper. No public ac 
cess 
SHS278) T 43N 2 mile to intermmtant stream recreation 
Rh 60 W S2 and S4 tritutary to Whoop p scerc 
section 21 Creek. broken terrain 
with scatiered pine and 
juTuper. foot access only 
$4(S279, T 43N 1 mite trom S? Tributary to Whoopup recreation 
R 60W Creek. broken terrain scerc 
section 28 through moderate to 
steep hills; foot access 
only 








ive 














PARCEL NUMBER 





NAME ANT LOCATION 
OF WATERWAY 














$5 (S280) 





S6(S281) 


1 aw mile trom S5 


recreation 








T 44N 
mR 6OW 
section 31. SENE 





“4 mile to S1 








recreation 











$1(S283) 


Small canyon. mer 
mutta stream Oecd 
uous trees and shrubs mn 
botiom. surrounded by 
shrub grassiand no 
access 


recreation 
scemc 





S2(S284) 




















adienent to S1 








Small canyon. inter 
mitant strearn decid 
vous trees and shrubs i 
botiom surrounded by 
shrub grassiand no 





recreation 





2 XIQN3SddV 





























$1(S286) 
























































STOCKADE BEAVER CREEK 
Ths parcel s 10 longer mn tederal ownerstwp transterred to Weston County under provisions of the Recreation and Put Purposes Act Currently managed as pa~ - 
of courtly recreation site 3 
2 WEST PLUM CREEK 
os $1(S35) ‘s T 46N ‘> rrwhe Scermc pine covered scernc = 
R 62W steep terrain meander ome 
section 27 SWSE Ng Creek Lotion with ?) 
studs and deciduous 
ees 
S$2(S36) ‘“ T 46N ‘9 mile Soerc pine covered scernc 
R62 Ww steep terrain meander 
section 27. NWNE mg creek bottom wah 
shrubs and deciduous 
trees 
BLACKTAIL CANYON CREEK 
$1($37) ‘s T 46N., single parcel Rugged steep pine scerc 
R 62 Ww rovered slopes creek recreation 
section 15. SENW bottom with shrubs and 
= Pat Ee — L 
































Crt 







































































TABLE B 
DISTANCE TO NEXT 
MILEAGE ACROSS NAME AND LOCATION PUBLIC LAND 
PARCEL NUMBER PUBLIC LAND OF WATERWAY PARCEL 
BELLE FOURCHE RIVER 
$1(S47) ‘ 7 SON > mule to S2 Timbered stopes wide recreano” 
how ficad plam cofformood “ere 
section 275 NW rpanan zone eaty 
spurge miesiaton no 
aC ORS 
$2 S48) <‘* 7 SON % mile to S!. ap Tenbered slopes wide recreation 
RoW promenatety '5 aw mies flood plan cottonwood sceruc 
section 26. SE to $3 rpanan zone leaty 
spurge ivestation no 
access 
SwS49) ‘2 10 %» 71 SSN apprournatety 13 ar Sheep red rock cis to recreation 
Row rowhes, nver botiorn wide scermuc 
section 13 SWNE grassy bottom abutting 
cm 
$4,$50) ‘ T. 57 N. approumatety 13 aw Broad cottonwood ripar recreation 
Rm 6OW mules to S3 ian Zone grading mito scene 
section 13. SWNE prame no access 








: 
S 
Pad 
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ATTACHMENT C 
NEWCASTLE RMP PLANNING AREA 
WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS SUITABILITY REVIEW 























































————————_S= 
TOTAL | TOTAL BLM 
WATERWAY LENGTH LENGTH 
REVIEWED (miles) (miles) 
West Plum Creek ~10% 4 unsuitable 1,2 
| Blacktal Canyon Creek ~4 4 unsuitable 1.2 
| Belle Fourche River “75 <2\% unsuitable 1.2.3 
| iny an Kara Creek ~13 <‘* unsuitable 1.2 
r 
| Cave Springs Creek ~3 1 unsuitable 1.2 
Bear Run Creek 5 Le unsuitable 1,2 | 
Whoopup Creek 13 3% unsuitable 1.2.4 | 
. Stockade Beaver Creek No longer in federal ownership 
EEE : 





* Ratonale codes 


| . Not manageable due to small percent of federal ownership 

2 -- Federal ownership not enough to preserve outstanding values without adjacent nonfederal lands 
3 -- Conflicting management goals on federal. private. and state ownership 

4 -. Currently portions managed as special management area for other values 
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APPENDIX D 
THE PLANNING PROCESS 


The process for the development. approval, mainte- 
nance. and amendment or revision of the RMPs and 
thew associated EISs was initiated under the authority of 
section 202/f) of FLPMA and section 202(c) of NEPA. 
The process 's guided by BLM planning regulations in 43 
CFR 1600 and the CEO regulations in 40 CFR 1500 
The steps used in the planning process are described 
below 


STEP 1: IDENTIFICATION OF ISSUES 


Step 1 is intended to identity resource management 
problems. conflicts. or opportunities that can be re- 
solved through the planning process 


A Federal Register notice was published. a scoping 
letter was sent to interested parties. and an open house 
was held to gain public input into Wentitying land and 
resource use, management problems. conflicts. or op- 
portunities in the planning area. In addition. a letter was 
also sent to 17 Native American individuals. and tribes 
(appendix M in the second draft). The preliminary issues 
the BLM dentifed were included in this scoping letter 
Along with the general public. other federal agencies 
and state and local governments were also asked to 
participate in the issue identification process. The BLM 
combined the information from these and internal sources 
into frve planning issues that Could be resolved through 
the RMP EIS process 


STEP 2: DEVELOPMENT OF PLANNING 
CRITERIA 


Step 2 involved development of criteria to identify the 
standards. guidelines. and constraints that would apply 
to the planning process. These criteria are the ‘side 
boards that were applied by the specialists so that ther 
work was focused on resolution of the issues. The 
ongnal criteria were made available to interested par 
tes for review 


STEP 3: INVENTORY AND DATA COL- 
LECTION 


Step 3 allowed for the collection of various kinds of 
issue-related resource. environmental, social. and eco 
nomic data. During this phase. current intormation was 
collected on resource values in the planning area to 
supplement existing information in resource area files 
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STEP 4: ANALYSIS OF THE MANAGE- 
MENT SITUATION 


The MSA supports all subsequent steps in planning. 
Each specialis! on the interdisciplinary team was in- 
volved in preparing the MSA. The MSA included a 
physical profile and bref description of each resource as 
well as the current managemen situation describing 
current management practices by resource and the 
Status of on-going programs. This section provided the 
basis for the description of the No Action Alternative and 
the basis for the planning issues. It also provided the 
analysis of future demands which identified present and 
future Capabilites. problems. and conflicts of current 
management. The MSA is on file at the Newcastle 
office 


STEP 5: FORMULATION OF ALTERNA- 
TIVES 

Five alternatives were developed by the interdiscipli- 
nary team. These alternatives. described in chapter 2 of 
each Draft RMP EIS. include the No Action Alternative 
(continuation of current management) and the Preterred 
Aiternative. The alternatives represent a choice of 
management actions to achneve goals. and they provide 
for resource use and environmental protection 


STEP §&: ANALYSIS OF ENVIRONMEN- 
TAL CONSEQUENCES OF ALTERNA- 
TIVES 


The physical. biological. social. and economuca! et- 
fects of implementing each alternative were assessed 
This step is the environmental impact analysis required 
by NEPA. The analysis «s presented in chapter 4 


STEP 7: SELECTION OF THE PRE- 
FERRED MANAGEMENT PLAN 


Selection of the preterred management pian will be 
based on public input and coordination. current BLM 
management polices and directions. and analysis of 
each alternative 


STEP 8: SELECTION OF THE PROPOSED 
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
Based on (ne results of public review and comment on 


the Draft RMP EIS. a Proposed RMP will be selected 
and published with a final EIS. The selection and 
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approval of the RMP is made after a 30-day protest 
penod on the proposed pian. Any person who partic: 
pated im the planning process anc who has an mierest 
wiwch is Or May be adversely affected Dy adoption of the 
plan may protesi ts approval. A protest may raise only 
those issues which were submitted for the record Guring 
the planning process 
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STEP 9: MONITORING AND EVALUA- 
TION 


Thus step involves monitoring the selected pian. The 
results of implementing the plan will be evaluated to 


determine the planning actions effectiveness. Monitor 
INQ May resull m revisions to the plan 
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WYOMING BLM MITIGATION GUIDELINES FOR SURFACE- 
DISTURBING AND DISRUPTIVE ACTIVITIES 


INTRODUCTION 


These guidelines are primarily for the purpose of 
attaining statewide consistency in how requirements are 
Getermined for avoiding and migating environmental! 
impacts and resource and iand use conflicts. Consis- 
tency in this sense does not mean that identical require- 
ments would be applied for ail similar types of land use 
aciivities that may Cause similar types of impacts. Nor 
does it mean that the requirements cr guidelines for a 
single land use activity would be identical in all areas. 


There are two ways the mitigation guidelines are used 
in the RMP EIS process: (1) as part of the planning 
criteria in developing the RMP alternatives, and (2) in the 
analytical processes of both developing the alternatives 
and analyzing the impacts of the alternatives. in the first 
Case. an assumption 's made that any one or more of the 
mitigations will be appropriately included as Conditions 
of relevant actions being proposed or considered in 
each alternative. in the second case. the mitigations are 
used (1) to develop a baseline for measuring and com- 
paring impacts among the a'ternatives: (2) to identify 
other actions and alternatives that should be consid- 
ered. and (3) to help determine whether more stringent 
or less stringent mitigations should be considered 


The EIS for the RMP does not decide or dictate the 
exact wording or inclusion of these guidelines. Rather 
the guidelines are used in the RMP EIS process as a too! 
to help develop the RMP alternatives and to provide a 
baseline for comparative impact analysis in arriving at 
RMP decisions. These guidelines will be used in the 
same manner in analyzing activity plans and other site 
specific proposals. These guidelines and thew wording 
are matters of policy. As suc. specific wording is 
subject to change primarily thoug’ administrative re 
view, not through the RMP E'S process. Any further 
changes that may be made in the Cortenuing refinement 
of these guidelines and any development of program 
specific standard stipulations wi'l be handled in another 
forum. including appropriate public involvement and 
input 


PURPOSE 


The purpose of the “Wyoming BLM Mitigation Guide. 
lines” are (1) to reserve. for the BLM. the right to modity 
the operations of all surface and other human presence 
disturbance activites as part cf the statutory require- 
ments for environmental protection. and (2) to inform a 


potential lessee. permittee. or operator of the require- 
ments that must be met when using BLM-admuinistered 
public lands. These guidelines have been written in a 
format that will allow for (1) thei direct use as stipula- 
bons. and (2) the adadition of specific or specialized 
mitigation following the submussion of a detailed pian of 
development or other project proposal. and an environ- 
menta! analysis 


Those resource activities or programs currently with- 
Out a Standardized set of permit or operation stipulations 
can use the mitiga>on guidelines as Stipulations or as 
conditions of approval. or as a baseline for developing 
specific s* ulations for a given activity or program. 


Because use of the mitigation guidelines was inte- 
grated into the RMP EIS process and will be integrated 
into the site-specific environmental analysis process. 
the application of stipulations or mitigavon requirements 
derived’ rough the guidelines will provide more consis- 
tency witn planning decisions and plan implementation 
than has occurred in the past. Application of the mitiga- 
tion guidelines to all surface and other human presence 
disturbance activities concerning BLM-admuinistered 
public lands and resources will provide more uniformity 
iN Mitigation than has occurred in the past 


MITIGATION GUIDELINES 


1. Surface Disturbance Mitigation 
Guideline 


Surface disturbance will be prohibited in any of the 
following areas or conditions. Exception. waiver. or 
modification of thes limitation may be approved in writing 
iNCluUdINg documented supporting analysis. vy the Au 
thorized Officer 


a Slopes in excess of 25 percent 


b Within important scenic areas (Ciass | and || Visual 
Resource Management Areas) 


c. Wrttwn 500 feet of surface water andor nparian 
areas 


dG. Within either one-quarter mile or the visual horizon 
(whuchever 1s Closer) of historic trails 


e. Construction with frozen material or during periods 
when the soi material is Saturated or when water- 
shed damage is likely to occur 











Guidance 


The iment of the SURFACE DISTURBANCE MiITI- 
GATION GUIDELINE is to inform imterested partes 
(potential lessees. permitees. Of Operators) thal when 
one or more of the five (1a through te) conditions exist. 
Surtace-disturbing activites will be promibied unless or 
unt! a permittee or his Gesignated representative and 
the surface management agency (SMA) arrve al an 
acceptable plan for mitigation of anticipated mpacts 
Thus negotation will occur prior to development 


Specific criteria (e.q 500 teet from water) have been 
established based upon the best information avarlabie 
However. such items as geograpiucal areas and sea. 
sons must be Gelneated at the *eld level 


Exception. waiver. or modificaton of requirements 
developed from this guideline must be based upon 
environmental analysis Of proposals (e g.. activity plans. 
plans of development. pians of coeration. appications 
tor permit to dri!l) and. if necessary. ‘nus! 2liow for other 
mitigation to be apphed on a site-specific basis 


2. Wildlife Mitigation Guideline 


a. Toprotect important big game winter habitat. activi 
tes or Surtace use will not be allowed from Novem 
ber 15 to Apri! 30 within certain areas encompassed 
by the authorization. The same criteria apply to 
Getined big game birthing areas trom May 1 to June 
30 


Application of this mutation to operation and mare 
nance of a developed project must be based on environ. 
mental analysis of the operational or production as 
pects 


Exception. waiver. or modification of this lymtation in 
any year may be approved in writing. including docu 
mented supporting analysis. by the Authonzed Officer 


b To proteci important raptor and cr sage ano sharp. 
tailed grouse nesting habitat. activites or surface 
use will not be allowed trom February 1 to July 31 
withwn Certain areas encompassed by the authoriza 
ton. The same criteria apply to defined raptor and 
game bird winter concentration areas from Novem 
ber 15 to April 30 


Application of this limitation to operation and mainte 
nance of a developed project must be based on environ 
mental analysis of the operational or production as- 
pects. 


Exception. waiver. or modification of this limitation in 
any year may be approved in writing. including docu- 
mented supporting analysis. by the Authorized Officer. 


c No actihes or surface use will be allowed on that 
portion of the authorization area wWentifiec within 
(legal Gesc:ptron) for the purpose of pro.ecting 
(@Q.. Sage sharp-tailed grouse breeding grounds. 
and of other speces activities) habitat. 


Exception. waiver. or modification of this limitation in 
any year may De approved im writing. wcluding docu- 
mented supporting analysis. by the Authorized Officer. 


G. Porions of the authonzed use area legally de- 
scnded as (legal Gescription). are known or sus- 
pected to be essential habitat for ‘same) which ss a 
threatened or endangered species Prior to con- 
Gucting any onsite actwites the lessee permittee 
will be required to Conduct mnventones or Studies in 
accordance with BLM and U.S. Fish and Wildiite 
Service guidelines to verity the presence or ab- 
sence of thus species. in the event that (name} 
occurrence is Gentifed. the lessee permittee will be 
required to modity Operational plans to include the 
protection requirements of this species and its habr- 
tat \¢.9.. seasonal use restnctions. occupancy h »- 
tations. facility Gesign modifications) 


Guidance 


The WILDLIFE MITIGATION GUIDELINE is intended 
tO provide two basic types of protection seasonal 
restriction (2a and 2b) and prohibition c! activites or 
Surtace use (2c) Item 20 1s specific to situations involv. 
ing threatened or endangered species. Legal descrip 
ons will ulymately be required and should be measur 
able and legally detinable. There are no minimum sub 
Givision requirements at thes time The area delineated 
can and should be defined as necessary based Lpon 
current Didlogical Gata. prior to the time of processing an 
application and issuing the use authorization The legal 
Gescription must eventually become a part of the cond: 
tron tor approval of the permit. plan of development. ard 
oO’ Dther use authorization 


The seasonal restriction section identities three en. 
ample groups of species and delineates three similar 
time frame restrictions The big game species including 
elk. moose. deer, antelope. and bighorn sheep. all 
require protection of crucial winter range between No- 
vember 15 and Apri 30. Elk and bighorn sheep also 
require protection from disturbance trom May | to June 
30. wien they typically occupy distinct calving and 
lambing areas. Raptors include eagles. accipiters 
falcons (peregrine. prairie, and merlin). buteos (ferrugi- 
nous and Swainson’ hawks). osprey. and burrowing 
owls. The raptors and sage and sharp-tailed grouse 





require nesting protection between February | and July 
31. The same birds often require protection from distur- 
tance from November 15 through April 30 while they 
occupy winter Concentration areas. 


item 2c. the prohibition of activity or surface use. is 
imiended for protection of specific wildife habitat areas 
Of values within the use area thal cannot be prutected by 
using seasonal restnctions. These areas or values must 
be factors that lima ite-cycle activities (e.9.. sage grouse 
Struting grounds. known threatened and endangered 
species habitat) 


Exception. waiver. or modification of requirements 
developed from ttws guideline must be based upon 
environmental analysis of proposals (e g.. actrvity plans. 
plans of development. pians of operation. applications 
for perirut to Grill) and. @ necessary. must allow for other 
mitigation to be apphed on a site-specific basis 


3. Cultural Resource Mitigation 
Guideline 


When a proposed Grscretonary land use has poten 
tial for affecting the characterstcs wich qualify a cul 
tural property for the National Register of Histonc Places 
(National Register), mitgation will be considered = in 
accordance with Section 106 of the Histonc Preserva 
tion Act. procedures specified in 36 CFR 800 ull be used 
iN Consultation with the V. yormng State Histonc Preser 
vation Officer and the Advisory Council on Histonc 
Preservation in arriving at Getermnatons regarding the 
need and type of mitigation to be required 


Guidance 


The preterred strategy tor treating potential adverse 
effects on cultural properties is avordance if avow 
ance involves project relocation the new project area 
‘ay also require Cultural resource inventory § if avoid 
ance Ss imprudent or unfeasible appropriate mitigation 
May include excavavon (dala recovery) Stabilization 
monitoring. p’otection barners and signs of Other phys: 
Cal and admwstratrvve Measures 


Reports documenting results of cultural resource 
invert tory. evaiuation and the establishment of mitiga 
hon alternatives (if necessary) shall be written according 
to standards contained in BLM Manuals. the cultura: 
resource permit stipulations and in other policy issued 
by the BLM. These reports must provide sufficient intor 
mation for Section 106 consultation. Reports shal! be 
reviewed for adequacy hy the appropriate BLM cultural 
resource specialist. if cultural properties on. or eligible 
for. the National Register are located w...wn these areas 
of potential impact ard cannot be avoided. the Autho- 
rized Officer shall begin the Section 106 consu'tation 
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Process in accordance with the procedures contained in 
36 CFR 800. 


Mitigation measures shail be implemented accorc-ng 
to the migation plan approved by the BLM Authorized 
Officer. Such plans are usually prepared by the land use 
applicant according to BLM specifications. Mitigation 
plans will be reviewed as part of Section 106 consulta- 
won for National Register eligible or listed properties. 
The extent and nature of recommended mitigation shall 
be commensurate with the significance of the cultural 
resource involved and the anticipated extent of Gamage. 
Reasonable costs for mitigation will be borne by the land 
use applicant. Mitigation must be cost effecte and 
realistic. It must conser project requirements and 
imitations. input from concerned parties. and be BLM 
approved or BLM formulated 


Mitigation of paleontological and natural history sites 
will be treated on acase-by-case basis. Factors such as 
site significance. economics. safety. and project ur- 
gency Must be taken mto account when making a 
Gecision to mitigate. Authority to protect (through mitiga- 
ton) such values ss provided for in FLPMA. Section 
192\a)(8) When avoidance is not possible appropriate 
Mmutgation May include excavation (data recovery). sta- 
Dilizaton. monitoring. protection barners and signs. or 
other physical and adrwrustratrve protection measures 


4. Special Resource Mitigation 
Guideline 


To protect (resource value) actvites or surface use 
will Not be allowed 1. e  witfwn a specific Oistance of the 
resource valve or between Gate to date) in (lega! de 
schon 


Appicaticn of thus lmataton to operation and mamte 
nance of a developed projec’ must be based On environ 
mental analyses of the operational or production as 
pects Exception waiver. or modification ct ttys mita 
hon in any year May be approved if writing. imnciuding 
Gocumented supporting analysis by the Authorred 
Officer 

Example Resource Categones (select or dentity cat 
egory and specific resource value 
Recreation areas 
Specia! natural history or paleonto\og:cal features 
Special management areas 
Sections of major rivers 
Prior ex'stiny nghts-of-way 
Occupied dwellings 
Other (specify) 


oa ~o aos es 





Guidance 


The SPECIAL RESOURCE MITIGATION GUIDE- 
LINE is intended tor use onty m sme-specc siluavors 
where one of the first three general migaton guidelines 
will not adequately address the concern. The resource 
value. location. and specific restrictions must be Clearly 
Wentihed. A detailed pian addressing specific mitigation 
and special restrictions will be requ:ieo prior to distur- 
bance or development and will become a Condition for 
approvai of the permit. plan of development. or other use 
authorization 


Excepton. warver. or modification of requirements 
Geveloped from this guideline must be based upon 
environmental analysis of proposals (e.g.. activity plans. 
plans of development. plans of operation. applications 
for permut to Grill) and. i necessary. must allow for other 
mitigation to be apphed on a site-specific basis. 


5. No Surface Occupancy 
Guideline 


No Surtace Occupancy will be allowed on the foliow- 
ing Gescribed lands (legal! Gescription) because of (re 
source value) 


Example Resource Categories (select or identity cat- 
egory and specific resource value) 


a Recreation Areas (eg. campgrounds. historic trails 
national monuments) 


b Major reservoirs dams 


c Special management area (e g known threatened 
or endangered species habitat. areas suitable for 
consideration for wild and scenic nvers Gesigna 
on) 


cd Other (specity) 


Guidance 


The NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY (NSO) MITIGA-. 
TION GUIDELINE is intended for use only when other 
mtgathon is determined insufficient to adequately pro- 
tect the public interest and is the only alternative to “no 
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Gevelopment or “no leasing.” The legai description and 
resource vaiue of concern must be idenited and be hed 
to an NSO lanc use planning decision. 


Wanver of. or exception(s) to. the NSO requirement 
will be subject to the same test used to insially justly ats 
imposition. if. upon evaluation of a site-specific pro- 
posal. @ 1s found that less restnctive mitigation would 
adequately protect the public interest or value of con- 
cern, then a waiver or exception to the NSO requirement 
tS possible. The record must show that because condi- 
tions or uses have Changed. less restrictive require- 
ments will protect the public interest. An environmental 
analysis must be conducted and documented (e.g. 
ment. etc.. as necessary) in order to provide the basis for 
a waiver or exception to an NSO planning decision 
Mooification of the NSO requirement will pertain only to 
refinement or correction of the location(s) to which 
apphed. if the waiver. exception. or modification is found 
to be consistent with the intent of the planning decision. 
it may be granted. If found inconsistent with the intent of 
the planning decision. a plan amendment would be 
required before the waiver. exception. or modification 
Could be granted 


When considering the ‘no development’ or no leas- 
INQ Option. a ngorous test Must be met and fully Gocu- 
mented in the record. This test must be based upon 
Stringent standards Gescribed in the land use planning 
document Since rejection of ali development nghts is 
more severe than the most restrictive mitigation require. 
ment. the record must show that consideration was 
given to development subject to reasonable mitigation. 
iNCludINg ‘No surface occupancy ~ The record must also 
show that other mitgation was determined to be insuffi: 
clrent > adequately protect the public interest. A “no 
develo ment or “no leasing decision should not be 
made « olely because it appears that conventional meth. 
ods 0° development would be unfeasible. especially 
wher2 an NSO restriction may be acceptable to a 
poten’:ai permittee in such cases the potential permit- 
tee shouic have the opportunity to decide whether or not 
to gO ahewd with the proposal (or accept the use autho 
niZation). recognizing that an NSO restriction is involved 
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APPENDIX F 


United States Department of the Interior 





BUREAU OF LAND MANACEMENT 
~ astungon, OC 201 40 
In Reply Refer To 
4180 (220) 
MEMORANDUM 


From. Director, Bureau of Land Management Paul, Yu. 
Subject. Approval of Wyoming Standards and Guidelines 


In accordance with 43 CFR 4180 2(b), the Bureau of Land Management Wyoming State Director 
is submutting the attached Wyomung Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines for 
Livestock Grazing Management for Secretanal approval The standards and guidelines have been 
reviewed by the Departmental Review Team who found that they comply with the requirements 
of the regulations. The standards and guidelines were developed with full public participation and 
in consultation with Wyoming's State resource advisory council and are in conformance with the 
appropnate land use plans 


| recommend that you approve the Wyormung Standards for Healthy Rangelands and Guidelines 
for Livestock Gramng Management. 


| concur with your recommendation and approve the Wyomung Standards for Healthy Rangelands 














AUG 2 0 1997 
so [awa A, 


066 ....... 


Attachment 











Prepared by ext 

















APPENDIX F 


INTRODUCTION 


According to the Department of the intenor's final rule 
for grazing administration. effective August 21. 1995. 
the Wyormng Bureau of Land Management (BLM) State 
Durector ts responsible for the development of siandards 
tor healthy rangelands and guidelines for livestock graz- 
ing Management on 18 milion acres of Wyoming's 
public rangelands. The development and application of 
these standards and guidelines are to actweve the tour 
tundamentais of range'and health outlined in the grazing 
reguiations (43 CFR 4180.1). Those four fundamentals 
are: (1) watersheds are functioning properly: (2) water. 
nutnents. and energy are cycling properly (3) water 
Quality meets State standards: and (4) habrtat for special 
Status species 1s protected 


Standards address the health. productivity. and 
Sustainability of the BLM admunistered public ranne 
lands and represert the minimum acceptable conditio. 1s 
for the public rangelands. The standards apply to all 
resource uses On public lands Thew application will be 
determined as use-spevific guidelines are developed. 
Standards are synonymous with goals and are observed 
on a landscape scale. They describe healthy range. 
lands rather than important rangeland by-products. The 
actnevernent of a standard 1s determined by observing. 
measuring. and monitoring appropriate indicators. An 
indicator iS a COMpPONeENt of a system whose Character. 
istics (€.9.. presence. absence. quantity. and distribu- 
hon’) can be observed. measured. or monitored based 
On sOUNC screntific principles 


Guidelines provide for. and guide the development 
and mmplemotation of reasonable. responsible. and 
cost-effective managoment practices at the grazing 
allotment and watershed level The guidelines in thus 
Cocunem apply specifically to lnvestock grazing man 
agement practices on the BLM admunistered pubic 
lands These management practices will either maintain 
exsting Gesrable Conditions of Move rangelands to 
ward Statewide standards wittwn reasonable timetr ames 
Appropnate guidelines will ensure that the resultant 
management practices retiect the potential tor the wa 
tershed consider other uses and natural influences and 
balance resource goals with social. Cultural hstonc. and 
econormc opportunites to sustamn viable local commun 
tes Guidelnes tke standards apply statewide 


implementation of the Wyormng standards and guide. 
wnes will generally be done im the following manner 
Grazing allotments or groups of aliotinents ‘n a water. 
shed will be reveweo based on the BLMs current 
allotment Categorization and prioritization process. Al. 
lotments with existing inanagement plans and high- 
pnonty allotments will be reviewed first. Lower priority 


allotments will be rewewed as time allows or when * 
becomes necessary for BLM to rewew the perma lease 
tor other reasons Such as perma lease transters. per. 
mmee lessee requests ior Change m use. etc. The 
permmiees anc mierested CubDiics will be noted wher 
allotments are scheduled for review and encouraged to 
Pparbopate in the rewew. The review will frst determine 
dan allotment 7.cets each of the su standards. If ¢does 
no further action will be necessary. if any of the stan- 
Gaists arent being met. then rationale explarnwng the 
contributing factors will be preoared. If lwestock grazing 
prachces are found to be among the contributing tac- 
tors. correctrve actions Consistent with the guidelines will 
be developed 47d implemented beim: ne next grazing 
season in accoraarce with 43 CFR 4180. ttalack ofdata 
promibits the reviewers from determuning i a standard is 
Deng Met. then a strategy will be developed to acquire 
the data in a tunely manner 


On a continu ng basis. the Standards for Healthy 
Rarselands will wwrect on-the-ground management on 
thy: «Zoic lands. They will serve to focus the on-going 
Gevelopment and implementation of activity plans to- 
ward the maimtenance or the aftainmert of healthy 
rangelands 

Quantifiable resource objectives and specific man- 
agement practices to maintain or actweve the standarcs 
will be developed at the loca! BLM Distrct and Resource 
Area levels and will consider all reasonable and practical 
options avarlabie to actweve Gesved results on a water. 
shed oF grazing allotment scale The objectives shall be 
reflected in sie-specihc activity or Implementation plans 
as well as im lvesiock grazing pers leases for the 
public lands These objectives and prachces may be 
developed formally or infor nally through mechanisms 
avaiable and sulted to loca! needs (such as Coordmnated 
‘esource Management [CRM] efforts) 


The development and implomentation of standards 
anc guidelines wil! en IDle Gm Lhe ground Managemen, 
of the public rangelands to mamntayn a clear and respon 
sible focus on both the health of the land and its depen 
Gent natural and human communes Ths develop 
ment and implementation will ensure that any mecha 
msms Currently being employed or that may ov deve’ 
oped in the tuture will maintamn a consistent focus on 
these essential concerns This development and rnple 
mentation will also enable mmediate atientro: to be 
brought to bear or. esisting resource conserns 


These standards and guidelines are compatible with 
BLM 5s three-tered land use planning process The first 
ber includes the laws. regulations and poles govern 
ing BLM 's adrunistration and management of the public 
lands and thew uses. The previously mentioned funda. 
mentais of rangeland health specified in 43 CFR 4180.1. 


SS 
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the requirement for BLM to develop these state (or 
regional) standards and guidelines. and the standards 
and guidelines themselves. are part of thus frst her. Also 
part of tus trst ber are the speciic requirements of 
vanous Federal laws and the obectes of 43 CFR 
4100.2 that require BLM to conser the socal and 
economic well-being of the local Communes mm as 


management process 


These stanGards and gudetnes will provide tor state- 
wide consistency and guidance m the preparation. 
amendment, and maintenance of BLM land use plans. 
which represent the second ber of the planrung process 
The BLM land use plans provide general allocation 
Gecrsions concerning the kinds of resource and land 
uses that can occur on the BLM adrunistered pubic 
lands. where they Can occur. and the types of conditional 
requirements under which they can occur. in general. 
the standards will be the basis for Gevelopment of 
planning area-speciic management objectives Concern. 
Ng rangeland health and productrviy. and the guide- 
wnes will direct development of livestock grazing man- 
agemem actions to help accomplish ose objectives 


The third ter of the BLM planning process. activity or 
implementation planrwng. 1s directed by the applicable 
land use pian and. eretore. by the standards and 
guidelines. The standards and guidelines. as BLM 
siatewide pohcy. will also directly guide Geveloprnent of 
the oite-specific Objectives and the methods and prac. 
tives uSed to mplement the land use plan decisions 
Activity or emplementation plans contai) objectives whch 
describe the site-specitx. conditions cesiwred Grazing 
permits leases for the public lands contain terms and 
conditions wiwch describe specific actions required to 
attain of maintain the desired conditions Through 
monitoring and evaluation the BLM grazing permittees 
and other interested Lares determine @ progress 1s 
being Made to actweve é Ctrvity pian Objectives 


Wyorwng rangelands support a vanety of uses which 
are of sanficant econormc importance to the State and 
tscommunites These uses include oO and gas prouuc 
ton. murwng. recreation and toursm trstwng hunting 
wiiditte viewing and lvesiock grazing Rangelands also 
prcv de arneniwhes wihuch contribute to the quality of Ife mn 
Vi yormng such as open spaces solitude. and opportu 
mies for personal renewal Wyorwngs ‘angelands 
should be managed with consideration cf the State s 
twstoncs.'. cultural. and social development and im a 
manner wiwch contributes to a diverse balanced com 
petitive. and resibent economy in order to provide Oppor 
tunity for economic development Healthy rangelands 
can best sustain these uses 


To varying degrees. BLM management of the public 
lands and resources plays a role in the socal and 





economic well-being of Wyoming communities. The 
National Environmental Policy Act (part of the above- 
mentoned tirst planning ter) and vanous other laws and 
regulations mandate the BLM to analyze the socioero- 


nomic impacts of achons occurnng on public range- 


wer). where resource allocabons are made. and Guring 
the environmental analysis process of actrvity or impie- 
mentation plannung (turd plannwng ter). in many s@ua- 
bons. tactors that atiect the social and economic well- 
beng of local communities extend tar beyond the scope 
of BLM management or individual public land users 
responses in addition. since standards relate 
primarily to physical and biological features of the land- 
sCape. it's very Orfficull to provide measurable socioeco- 
nomic inccators that relate to the health of rangelands 
it «Ss emportant that standards be realistic and within the 
control of the land manager and users to actweve 


STANDARDS FOR HEALTHY 
PUBLIC RANGELANDS 


STANDARD #1 


Within the potential of the ecological site (soil 
type. lane’ corm. climate. and geology). soils ave stable 
and alic w for water infiltration to provide for optimal 
plant growth and minimal surtace runott 


THIS MEANS THAT 


The hydrologic cycle will be supported by providing 
tor water Capture storage and sustained release Ad 
equate energy fiow and nutnent cycling through the 
system will be acthweved as optrrnal plant growth occurs 
Plant communities are highly vaned wittun Wyoming 


INDICATORS MAY INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED 
TO 


¢ Water infiltration rates 

* So compaction 

* Erosion (rilis gulkes pedestals capping) 
¢ So micro-organisms 

* Vegetative Cover (gully bottoms and slopes 
* Bare ground and bitter 


The above m@cators are apphed as apprcprate to 
the potential of the ecological site 


STANDARD #2 


Riparian end wetiand vegetation has structural. 
age. and species diversity characteristic of the stage 
of channet succession and ‘5 resilient and cepabie 
of recovering tom natural and human disturbance 
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in order to provide forage and cover, capture sedi- 
ment, dissipate eneryy. and provide for groundwa- 
ter recharge. 


THIS MEANS THAT 


Wyormng has highly vaned npanan and wetiand 
sysiems on pubhe lands These systems vary trom large 
rivers to small streams and trom springs to large wet 
meadows. These systems are m various stages of 
Natural cycles and may also refiect offer Oisturbance 
that «s emher locakzed or widespread throughout the 
watershed Ripanan vegetation captures seGrnents 
and associated matenals thus enhanong the nutnent 
cycle by Capturing and utdizing nutnents that would 
otherwise move through a system unused 


INDICATORS MAY INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED 
TO 


- Erosion and deposition rate 

* Channel morphology and floodplain function 

: Channel succession and erosion cycle 

* Vegetatrve cover 

* Plant composition and Grversity (spe age class 
structure. successional stages. des... . plant com 
munity. etc } 

* Bank stability 

* Woody Gebris and instream cover 

* Bare ground and iitter 


The above md:cators are apphed as appropriate to 
the potential of the ecological site 


STANDARD #3 


Upland vegetation on each ecological site con- 
sists of plant communities appropriate to the site 
which are resilient. diverse. and able to recover trom 
natural and human disturbance 


THIS MEANS THAT 


‘'n order tO Marmtamn Ges able Conditions and or re 
Cover from Grsturbance wittwr: acceptable tmnetr ames 
plant communhes must Nave the components present 
10 Suppo’ the nutnent cycle and adequule energy fiow 
Plants depend on nutrents mm the sov and energy Gerved 
trom sunhgnt Nutrents stored in the so” are used Over 
and over by plants arwmais and microorganisms Te 
amoun of nutrents avalabie end the speed wth wich 
hey cycle among plants. arwmais. and the sor are 
fundamental components of rangeland health The 
whount brwng and distrmuton of energy Captured 
t rough photosynthesis are ‘undamenta! to the function 
of ‘angeland ecosystems 


INDICATORS MAY INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED 
TO 


* Vegetative cover 

* Plant composition and Giversiy (spemes. age class 
Structure. successional Stages. Gesred plant com- 
munity. etc.) 

* Bare ground and iter 

* Erosion (rilis. quibes. pedestals. capping) 

* Water mtittration rates 


The above indicators are apphed as appropnate to 
the potential of the ecological site 


STANDARD #4 


Ranselar ds are capable of sustaining viable popu- 
lations and a diversity of native plant and animal 
species appropriate to the habitat. Habitats that 
support or could support threatened species. en- 
dGangered species. species of special concern, or 
sensitive species will be maintained or enhanced. 


THIS MEANS THAT 


The management of Wyormwng rangelands will actweve 
Or Maintarn adequate habitat conditions that support 
Grverse plant and arwnal speces These may include 
Sted threatened or endangered species (U S Fish and 
Wiidite- designated) species of special concern (BLM- 
Gesignaied) and other sensitive species | State of Wyo- 
mung designated’ The mtent of ths standard :s to allow 
the “Sted speces to recover and be delsied. and to 
avon OF prevent additional species Decorwng listed 


INDICATORS MAY INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED 
TO 


* NOs Ous weeds 

Species Grversity 

Age class O:striOuton 

A) m@cators assocjated with the upland and rpar 
an standards 

* Population trends 

* HabDtal fragmentation 


The above macators are appheo as appropriate to 
., potenta! U! the ecologica’ $e 
STANDARD #5 

Water quality ..eets State standards 
TH:S MEANS THAT 


The State of Wyormng is authorized to adm.nister the 
Clean Water Act BLM management actions or use 
authonzahons will comply with all Feceral and State 
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water Quaiity laws. rules and regulations to address 
water quality issues that onginate on public lands. Pro- 
visions for the establishment of water quality standards 
are included in the Clean Water Act. as amended, and 
the Wyoming Environmenia! Quality Act. as amended. 
Regulations are found in Part 40 of the Code of Federal 
Regulations and in Wyoming's Water Quality Rules and 
Regulations. The latter regulations contain Quality Stan- 
dards for Wyoming Surface Waters 


Natural processes and human actions intiuence the 
chernicai. physical. and biological characteristics of water. 
Wate: quality vanes from place to place with the sea- 
sons. the climate. and the kind substrate through which 
water moves. Therefore, the assessment of water qual- 
ity takes these factors into account 


INDICATORS MAY INCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED 
TO 


* Chemical characteristics (e.g.. pH. conductivity. 
dissolved Oxygen) 

* Physical characteristics (e.g.. sediment, tempera- 
ture. Color) 

* Biological characteristics (e¢.9.. macro- and micro 
invertebrates. fecal coliform. and plant and animal 


species) 
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STANDARD #6 
Air quality meets State standards. 
THIS MEANS THAT: 


The State of Wyoming is authorized to administer the 
Clean Air Act. BLM management actions or use autho- 
rizations will comply with all Federal and State air quality 
laws. rules, regulations and standards. Provisions for 
the establishment of air quality standards are included in 
the Clean Air Act. as amended, and the Wyoming 
Environmental Quality Act. as amended. Regulations 
are found in Part 40 of the Code of Federal Regulations 
and in Wyoming Air Cuality Standards and Regulations. 


INDICATORS MAY !NCLUDE BUT ARE NOT LIMITED 
TO: 


* Particulate matter 

¢ Sulfur dioxide 

* Photochemical oxidants (ozone) 

* Volatile organic compounds (hydrocarbons) 
* Nitrogen oxides 

* Carbon monoxide 

* Odors 

* Visibility 
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BLM WYOMING GUIDELINES 
FOR LIVESTOCK GRAZING 
MANAGEMENT 


1. 


Timing, duration. and levels of authorized grazing 
will ensure that adequate amounts of vegetative 
ground cover, including standing plant maternal and 
litter, remain after authorized use to support infiltra- 
tion, maintain soil moisture storage. stabilize soils, 
allow the release of sufficient water to maintain 
system function, and to maintain subsurface soil 
conditions that support permeability rates and other 
processes appropriate to the site. 


Grazing management practices will restore, main- 
iain, or improve riparian plant communities. Graz- 
ing Management strategies consider hydrology. 
physical attributes. and potential for the watershed 
and the ecological site. Grazing management will 
maintain adequate residua! plant cover to provide 
for plant recovery, residual forage. sediment cap- 
ture, energy dissipation, and groundwater recharge 


Range improvement practices (instream structures. 
fences, water troughs. etc.) in and adjacent to nipar- 
ian areas will ensure that stream channel morphol- 
ogy (€.9.. gradient. width depth ratio, channel rough- 
ness and sinuosity) and functions appropriate to 
climate and landform are maintained or enhanced. 
The development of springs. seeps. or other projects 
affecting water and associated resources shall be 
designed to protect the ecological and hydrological 
functions, wildlife habitat. and significant cultural. 
historical, and archaeological values associated 
with the water source. Range improvements will be 
located away from riparian areas if they conflict with 
achieving or maintaining riparian function. 


Grazing practices that consider the biotic communi- 
tes as more than just a forage base will be designed 
in order to ensure that the appropriate kinds and 
amounts of soil organisms, plants. and animals to 
support the hydrologic cycle. nutrient cycle, and 
energy flow are maintained or enhanced. 


Continuous season-long or other grazing manage- 
ment practices that hinder the completion of plants’ 


life-sustaining reproductive and/or nutrient cycling 
processes will be modified to ensure adequate 
periods of rest at the appropriate times. The rest 
penods will provide for seedling establishment or 
other necessary processes at levels sufficient to 
move the ecological site conditicn toward the re- 
source objective and subsequent achievement of 
the standard. 


Grazing management practices and range improve- 
ments will adequately protect vegetative cover and 
physical conditions and maintain, restore, or en- 
hance water quality to :neet resource objectives. 
The effects of new range improvements (water 
developments. fences, etc.) on the health and func- 
tion of rangelands will be carefully considered prior 
to their implementation. 


Grazing management practices will incorporate the 
kinds and amounts of use that will restore, maintain, 
or enhance habitats to assist in the recovery of 
Federal threatened and endangered species or the 
conservation of federally-listead species of concern 
and other State-designated special status species. 
Grazing management practices wil! maintain exist- 
ing habitat or facilitate vegetation change toward 
desired habitats. Grazing management will con- 
sider threatened and endangered species and their 
habitats 


Grazing management practices and range improve- 
ments will be designed to mainiain or promote the 
physical and biological conditions necessary to sus- 
tain native animal populations and plant communi- 
ties. This will involve emphasizing native plant spe- 
cies in the support of ecological function and incor- 
porating the use of non-native species only in those 
Situations in which native plant species are not 
available in sufficient quantities or are incapable of 
maintaining or achieving properly functioning condi- 
tions and biological health 


Grazing management practices on uplands will 
maintain desired plant communities or facilitate 
change toward desired plant communities. 














DEFINITIONS 


ACTIVITY PLANS 


Allotment Management Plans (AMPs). Habitat Man- 
agement Plans (HMPs). Watershed Management Pians 
(WMPs). Wild Horse Management Pians (WHMPs). and 
other plans developed at the local level to address 
specific Concerns and accomplish specific objectives. 


COORDINATED RESOURCE MANAGEMENT 
(CRM) 


A group of people working together to develop com- 
mon resource goals and resolve natural resource con- 
cerns. CRM is a people process that strives ‘or win-win 
situations through consensus-based decisionmaking 


DESIRED PLANT COMMUNITY 


A plant community which produces the kind. propor- 
tion, and amount of vegetation necessary for meeting or 
exceeding the land use pian activity plan objectives 
established for an ecological site(s). The desired plant 
community must be consistent with the site's capability 
to produce the desired vegetation through manage- 
ment, land treatment. or a combination of the two 


ECOLOGICAL SITE 


An area of land with specific physical characteristics 
that differs from other areas both in its ability to produce 
distinctive kinds and amounts of vegeiation and in its 
response to management 


(v.) Detachment and movement of soil or rock frag- 
ments by water, wind. ice, or gravity. (n.) The land 
surface worn away by running water, wind, ice, o: Uther 
geological agents. including such processes as gravita- 
tional creep 


GRAZING MANAGEMENT PRACTICES 


Grazing management practices include such things 
as grazing systems (rest-rotation, deferred rotation. 
etc.), timing and duration of grazing. herding. salting, 
etc. They do not include physical range improvements 


GUIDELINES (For Grazing Management) 


Guidelines provide for, and guide the development 
and implementation of, reasonable. responsible. and 
cost-effective management actions at the allotment and 
wate’shed level which move rangelands toward state- 
wide standards or maintain existing desirable condi- 
tions. Appropriate guidelines will ensure that the result- 
ant management actions reflect the potential for the 
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watershed. consider other uses and natural influences, 
and balance resource goals with social, cul‘ural/historic. 
and economic opportunities to sustain viable local com- 
munities. Guidelines, 2nd therefore. the management 
actions they engender. are based on sound science. 
past and present management experience, and public 
mput. 


INDICATOR 


An indicator is a component of a system whose 
charactenstics (e.g.. presence. absence. quantity, and 
distribution) can be observed. measured. or monitored 
based on sound scientific principles. An indicator can be 
evaluated at a site- or species-specific level. Monitoring 
of an indicator must be able to show change within 
timetrames acceptable to management and be capable 
of showing how the health of the ecosystem is changing 
in response to specific management actions. Selection 
of the appropriate indicators to be observed, measured. 
or monitored in a particular allotment is a critical aspect 
of early communication among the interests involved 
on-the-ground. The most useful indicators are those for 
which change or trend can be easily quantified and for 
which agreement as to the significance of the indicator 
iS broad based. 


LITTER 


The uppermost layer of organic debris on the soil 
surface. essentially the freshly falien or slightly decom. 
posed vegetal material 


MANAGEMENT ACTIONS 


Management actions are the specific actions pre- 
scribed by the BLM to achieve resource objectives. land 
use allocations. or other program or multiple use goais. 
Management actions include both grazing management 
practices and range improvements 


OBJECTIVE 


An objective is a site-specific statement of a desired 
rangeland condition. it may contain either or both 
qualitative elements and quantitative elements. Objec- 
tives frequently speak to change. They are the focus of 
monitoring and evaluation activities at the local level. 
Monitoring of the indicators would show negative changes 
Or positive changes. Objectives should focus on indica- 
tors of greatest interest for the area in question 


RANGE IMPROVEMENTS 


Range improvements include such things as corrals. 
fences, water developments (reservoirs. spring devel- 
opments, pipelines. weils, etc.) and land treatments 
(prescribed fire, herbicide treatments, mechanical treat- 
ments, etc.) 
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RANGELAND 


Land on wh:ch the native vegetation (climax or natural 
potential) is predominantly grasses, grass-like piants. 
forbs. or shrubs. This includes lands revegetated natu- 
rally or artificially when routine management of that 
vegetation is accomplished mainly through manipula- 
tion of grazing. Rangelands include natural grasslands. 
savannas, shrublands, most deserts. tundra, alpine 
communities, coastal marshes. and wet meadows. 


RANGELAND HEALTH 


The degree to which the integrity of the soil and 
ecological processes of rangeland ecosystems are sus- 
tained 


RIPARIAN 


An area of land directly influenced by permanent 
water. It has visible vegetation or physical characteris- 
tics reflective of permanent water influence. Lakeshores 
and streambanks are typical riparian areas. Excluded 
are such sites as ephemeral streams or washes that do 
not have vegetation dependent on free water in the soil. 


STANDARDS 


Standards are synonymous with goals and are ob- 
served on a landscape scale. Standards apply to 
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rangeland health and not to the important by-products of 
heaithy rangelands. Standards relate to the current 
Capability or realistic potential of a specific site to pro- 
duce these by-products. not to the presence or absence 
of the products themselves. It is the sustainability of the 
processes. or rangeland health, that produces these by- 
products. 


TERMS AND CONDITIONS 


Terms and conditions are very specific land use 
requirements ihat are made a part of the land use 
authorization in order to assure maintenance or attain- 
ment of the standard. Terms and conditions may incor- 
porate or reierence the appropriate portions of activity 
plans (eg.. Allotment Management Plans). !n other 
words, where an activity plan exists that contains objec- 
tives focused on meeting the standards, compliance 
with the plan may be the only term and condition neces- 
Sary in that allotment 


UPLAND 


Those portions of the landscape which do not receive 
additional moisture for plant growth from run-off, 
streamflow. etc. Typically these are hills. ridgetops. 
valley slopes, and rolling plains 
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APPENDIX G 
THE FORESTRY PROGRAM 


OVERVIEW 


This appendix was developed to provide more infor- 
mation about the forestlands and the forestry program. 


Forest management is directed to manage the forest. 
lands in a healthy productive condition. To keep the 
forestland in a healthy productive condition, forest man- 
agement activities may include forest inventories, site 
preparation, timber stand improvement (precommercial 
and commercial thinning). harvesting mature timber, 
timber sale preparation and sale administration, and 
surveillance of forestlands for insect and disease prob- 
lems. 


FORESTED LAND 


All land having 10% of more Canopy Cover per acre 
are classified as forestlands or woodlands. These lands 
are classified as either: 


Commercial Forestland 


Forstland (of all species of trees) which is producing 
or is capable of producing 20 cubic feet per acre per 
year 


Wood and Noncommercial 
Forestlands 


Land which is not capable of yielding at least 20 cubic 
feet of wood per acre. per year of sawtimber tree 
species. or land which is capable of producing only 
nonsawtimber tree species 


FOREST MANAGEMENT PLAN 


A timber management pian for the commercial forest. 
land was prepared for the planning area in 1981. This 
plan provides information on the forest resources. The 
timber sale program EA was approved in 1983. It 
provides information on site-specific management ac- 
tivities within the planning area. 


SILVICULTURAL PRACTICES 


Silvicultural practices are the site-specific, on-the- 
ground activities used to cultivate the growing of trees. 
The major silvicultural practices used in the planning 
area are described in the following section. 
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Regeneration 


Regeneration is the process of reforestation of a site. 
There are two types of regeneration. The natural method 
is when the site ts reforested from seeds left on the site 
and seeds deposited from the remaining tr 2es. Ponde- 
rosa pine in the Black Hills lends itself easily to this 
method when there is a good seedbed. good seed crop. 
and cooperating weather. This is the preferred and most 
extensive method used for reforestation of ponderosa 
pine in the Black Hills. The artificial method is when 
seeds or tree seedlings are planted by humans. This 
method of regeneration may be used when a fire has 
destroyed all seed sources on the site 


Stand Development and 
Silvicultural Treatments 


Stand development refers to the life of a stand from 
establishment until harvest or the death of the stand 
Depending on the management objective for that stand 
the silvicultural treatments that occur during the '*e of 
the stand may improve the stands growth potential, help 
reduce a fire hazard. improve forage production, and 
reduce insect or disease outbreaks. These objectives 
may be accomplished wiih a single or series of treat- 
ments which may include precommercial thinning. com- 
mercial thinning, and some form of a shelterwood cut 
Precommercial thinning (PCT) occurs in a young stand 
that is overstocked with unmerchantable sawtimber 
This cut removes unpressed and damaged trees giving 
the remaining healthier trees a better chance to survive 
Spacing quidelines used for ponderusa pine in the Black 
Hills are as follows 


one-inch trees are spaced at 600 per acre: 


two- to three-inch trees are spaced at 400 per 
acre; and, 


tive-inch trees are spaced at 300 per acre 


Precommercial thinning is a treatment method that 
the BLM contracts out 


Commercial thinning is a treatment where a commer- 
cial sawtimber size has been reached in the stand. This 
treatment removes slower growing, low, and damaged 
trees trom the stand leaving the final crop trees. The 
next treatment that occurs is the first cut in a series of 
harvest or shelterwood cuts. The first shelterwood or 
preparatory cut (individual cut tree selection) removes 
30% to 40% of basal area. Trees harvested are the 
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mature olde; and low vigor trees retaining the best crown 
and high vigor trees which show past evidence of good 
cone production. These trees provide the seed and 
shelter for the next generation of trees on the site. The 
final harvest will remove the remaining onginal stand. 
This cut cannot be made until the new stand of reproduc- 
tion has been established. normally 20 years later 


The process in stand development from seed germi- 
nation to harvest takes about 120 years 


A sanitation or salvage harvest is an unplanned 
harvest to remove dead or dy:ng trees. This harvest 
uSually occurs after some form of natural event such as 
fire. insect and disease outbreak. or blowdown from 
winds 


SLASH DISPOSAL 


Slash is the part of the tree which cannot be used for 
lumber products. Slash includes tops. limbs. and other 
unusable portions of the trees left in the area after 
harvesting. Products such as fuelwood, post and poles. 
and other wood products may be salvaged from logging 
slash. The remaining or unusable slash is treated wi 
several methods 


Lop and Scatter 


Lop and scatter is where the top and large branches 
of the trees are cut to be within a predetermined height 
from the ground. This method helps to reduce a fire 
hazard. speeds up the decomposition of the slash, and 
reduces effects on the visual resources 


Pile and Burn 


As a whole tree mechanical harvester becomes more 
widely used. more piles are being created at the landing 
sites. With this method of slash treatment the whole tree 
is yarded to a central location where it is delimbed, and 
the jog is cut into lengths. The slash is piled and burned 
at a later time 


ALLOWABLE HARVEST 


The planning area's allowable harvest level was 
calculated from data collected in an extensive forest 
inventory completed in 1973 and intensive forest inven. 
tory completed in 1979. This inventory data was evalu- 
ated. and the allowable harvest level was calculated 
The yield for the 17.147 acres available for management 
was calculated to be 673 thousand board feet annually 
A decision record and finding of no significant impact for 
the timber sale EA (USDI, BLM 1983a) set the harvest 
at 500 mbf annually 


Data from stand-based forest inventory for the former 
Casper District including Buffalo, Platte. and Newcastle 
resource areas was entered in 1987 into the U.S. Forest 
Service's FORRLAN planning model. Three alternative 
harvest schedules or solutions were calculated using a 
variety of management constraints. All three alterna- 
tives were modeled over a 200-year planning horizon 
For each alternative a long-term sustained yield capac: 
ity for the district was calculated and a decadal harvest 
for each resource area was Calculated 
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A DETAILED DISCUSSION OF OIL AND GAS ACTIVITIES 
AND PROCESSES IN THE NEWCASTLE PLANNING AREA 


INTRODUCTION 


This appendix contains a detailed discussion of the 
activity caused by the presence, or antpated pres- 
ence. of oil and gas resources. Leasing, s2ismic expio- 
ration, drilling operations. and production operations are 
each discussed separately. Oil and gas activity is almost 
entirely the result of demands trom the oi and gas 
industry. Those demands are based on commodity 
prices. advances in technology. and interest in oi and 
gas plays 


LEASING 


The Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 {as amended) pro- 
vides that all public lands be open to o# and gas leasing 
unless a decision of the authorized officer has been 
issued to close the area. Through the BLM's land use 
planning system the availability of public land for leasing 
iS analyzed. and corifliicts between oil and gas develop. 
ment and other resources are identified and hopetully 
resolvec 


Process 


Leases on federal oil and gas are offered by the 
Wyoming state BLM office (WSO) in Cheyenne. Acre. 
age may be nominated for lease by interested parties 
Acreage is offered first in a competitive lease sale then 
noncompetitively over the counter 


Acreage to be offered for lease is proportioned into 
groups called parcels. Legal descriptions of these par- 
cels are sent to the Newcastle Field Office and other 
surface management agencies for review and applica. 
tion of lease stipulations that will mitigate the effect of oi! 
and gas operations on other resources. Stipulations on 
split estate acreage are applied by the staff in New. 
castle. The lease stipulations used, BLM guidance. and 
how the stipulations are applied in the Newcastle area 
are given in appendix E. Map H-1 shows the areas 
currently open to development under standard terms 
and conditions. areas currently open with minor con- 
straints, areas currently open with major constraints. 
and areas closed to leasing 


After the lease stipulations are applied the parce! 
descriptions are returned to the WSO. Oil and gas 
leases CL ver.ng the area listed in the parce! descriptions 
are offered for sale competitively via oral bid. The 


minimum bid is $2.00 per acre. Oil and gas leasing is a 
discretionary act by the Secretary of the interior, A 
minimum bed does not compel the BLM to lease any of 
the acreage offered if there is sufficient justification not 
to issue a lease. The Federal Onshore OW and Gas 
Leasing Reform Act of 1987 requires that a competitive 
sale be held four times a year. Since June 1988 
competitive sales have been held bimonthly in Wyoming 
(except for Apri) 1996 wiech was canceled because of 
the partial federal government shutdown) Leases is- 
sued via the competitive sale have a ten-year term and 
one-eighth royalty Yearly rentais are $1 50 per acre ior 
the first five years and $2.00 per acre thereafter 


Acreage in lease offers that do not receive a minimum 
bid 1s available noncompetitively for two years starting 
the day after the competitive sale A substantial amount 
of acreage that did not get a minimum bid is leased 
noncompetitrvely over the counter the day after the sale 
Applications for noncompetitive oi and gas leases are 
processed in the WSO_ If two or more applications are 
received the same day for the samme acreage a drawing 
is held. Leases offered noncompetitively have a 10-year 
term and one-eighth royalty. Yearly rentals for noncom- 
petitive leases are the sare as for competitive leases. 


Past and Current Activity 


There are 2.12 milion acres of federal oi! and gas 
Ownership in the Newcastle planning area. This acre- 
age 's 46% of the total planning area and is interspersed 
with nonfederal oi and gas ownership. in the Newcastle 
area there are 29 million acres of BLM. administered 
surtace: other federal agencies ariminister 42 million 
surtace acres (figure 3-3 in chapter 3). In March 1994. 
there were 1.743 oil and gas leases covering 0.69 million 
acres in effect in the Newcastle planning area. Of the 
leases in effect. 658 were productive (0.19 million acres) 
and 1.085 were not productive (0.50 milion acres) 
Table 4-1 shows these figures for 1989. 1990. and 
1997 Note there is an overal! decrease in leases and 
acreage but the decrease in held-by production (HBP) 
leases and acreage is relatively * ~ than for nonHBP 
acreage 


The acreage offered in the Newcastle area between 
the February 1989 and February 1997 lease sales 
varied considerably (figure 3-4 in chapter 3) The 
amount of acreage sold in these lease sales also varied. 
but in most cases it was considerably less than 50% of 
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TABLE H-1 
FEDERAL LEASES AND ACREAGE FOR SPECIFIC YEARS 








HBP HBP NonHBP NonHBP Total Total 

Date Leases Acreage Leases Acreage Leases Acreage 
November 1989 707 219.379 2.863 1.253.001 3.570 1.472.380 
November 1990 702 212.609 2.876 1.306.543 3.578 1.519.152 
March 1997 658 188.280 1.085 497 537 1.743 685.817 





what was offered (figures 3-4 and H-1). The average 
successtul bids in these sales varied trom about $2 to 
$25 per acre. Average successtul bids generally de- 
Chned until 1995 but have increased since then (figure H 
2) Likewrse the total bonus dollars bid varied trom about 
$2.000 to $285.000. Total bonuses tended downward 
bul appear to trend upward since 1995 (figure 3-5 in 
chapter 3). From February 1989 through February 
1997. the average sale offered 29.000 acres in the 
planning area, of which 8.000 acres were soid. for a total 
bonus of $74.000. About half of the bonus money 
received by the BLM is returned to the state of Wyoming 


SEISMIC EXPLORATION 


Seismic exploration is a process where energy is 
transmutted into the subsurface usually by explosives or 
low frequency vibrations. The reflected energy waves 
are recorded and electronically processed. This pro- 
CeSS usually involves the operation of small. and me- 
dium -sized trucks on the surface and Grilling shallow (to 
about 200 feet) shot holes. After the seismic data are 
collected and further processed. a cross-section of the 
earth s geologic layers is produced Sersmuic reflection 
surveys help locate and determine the extent of o and 
gas reservoirs 


Process 


Betore a sersmc survey 1s Conducted on BLM. admin. 
istered surface a notice of intent (NOI) which gives the 
location and type of activity. and the results of an on-the 
ground cultural inventory. 1s filed in the Newcastle Field 
Office. The BLM does an in-office study to determine if 
any threatened or endangered species are affected 
The BLM notifies the seismic operator when all the 
criteria of the NOI are met 


if a S@ISTMIC Survey 'S Conducted On behall of an oi and 
gas operator or lessee on lease. a lease bond of al least 
$10,000. a statewide bond of at least $25,000. or a 
nationwide bond of at least $150.000 is required. The 





held office manager may and does increase the bond 
amount if the minimum amount is inadequate. The BLM 
also determines if the sersmuc survey will adhere to lease 
stipulations and may specity how shot holes are to be 


plugged 


it a Sersmic Contractor is Not Conducting a survey on 
behall of a lessee or operator and desires to cross BLM. 
admwnstered surtace. a $5.000 bond per NOI. a$25.000 
Statewide bond. or a $50.000 nationwide bond is re. 
quired. if bond amounts are inadequate they may te 
increased by the feid office manager 


if a Sersrmc Contractor is NOt Conducting a survey on 
behalt of a lessee or operator over split estate land 
(federal ol and gas) its Not necessary to notity the BLM 


After the seismic survey 1s Complete a notice of 
completion is required. The BLM then has 30 days to 
inspect the survey site and determine if shot holes are 
adequately plugged. If reclamation of the survey site 1s 
adequate the BLM approves the notice of completion 


On November 15. 1990 the NO! process was re 
placed by the Application to Conduct Oil and Gas 
Geophysical Exploration. As with the NOI process it is 
the BLM's objective to promote the development and 
utilization of oi and gas resources while assuring ao- 
equate protection o! other resource values. The district 
manager holds and administers the ind vidual geophys: 
cal bonds posted within the district. The field office 
manager is responsible for processing each application 
and ensuring that public resource values are protected 


A programmatic agreement (PA) for managing cul- 
tural resources in response to geophysical actions has 
been signed by the BLM. the State Historic Preservation 
Office. and the Advisory Council on Historic Preserva- 
ton. The PA provides for approval of NO!Is before State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) comments are re- 
ceived if cultural resources can be avoided. This is a 
major tne-saving measure which represents a depar- 
ture from normal regulatory procedure. Additionally, the 
BLM will not be responsible for cultural resources on 














te 


private land unless a BLM-authonzed geophysical project 
may reSult in an effect on private surface immediately 
adjacent to federal surface or between tracts of federal 
surface 


Past and Current Activity 


From 1987 through 1996 there were 47 NOis in the 
Newcastle planning area Most seismic exploration was 
in extreme western Crook County and northwestern 
Weston County. The BLM received several NOls cov- 
ening scattered townships in nortnern Nrobrara and 
extreme southeastern Weston counties Almost all 
seismic Surveys » the past five years have been 3-D 
surveys. Figure H-3 shows the number of NOls filed 
from 1987 through 1996. 


OIL AND GAS DRILLING 
OPERATIONS 


Once a potential hydrocarbon reservow (prospect) 
has been located and the leases acquired. the next step 
iS Grilling One or more wells. This is often the single most 
expensive step in developing an oil and gas reservow. If 
oi! 1S Giscovered. wells are often drilled over several 
years as more is lear ved about the reservow and addi. 
tonal wells are needed to maximize recovery or replace 
unusable wells Betore drilling operations can begin on 
federal minerals an application for permit to drill (APD) 
must be approved by the field office manager 


Once the location is determined the well is staked 
(surveyed). The BLM is notified either by a notice of 
Staking or an APD. Before any surface disturbing activ. 
ity can occur the APD must be approved by the field 
office manager. A site-specific environmental assess 
ment (EA) is done for each APD. BLM and operator 
representatives conduct an on-site inspection of the 
proposed drilling location before an APD is approved 
APDs are subject to site-specific conditions of approval 
These site-specific conditions of approval. which may be 
more restrictive than the lease Stipulations. mitigate the 
impact of oll and gas operations on other resource 
values even though these values were not known at the 
time the lease was issued. in specific instances as part 
of the approved APD some lease stipulations may be 
modified by the feild office manager if there is no impact 
to other resource values 


if of and gas operations are expected to have a 
significant adverse impact on other resource values and 
these impacts cannot be mitigated by the site specific 
conditions of approval then an EIS must be prepared 
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The field office manager may resinct of and gas 
Grilling operabons m specific parts of federal leases 
Guring some times of the year ad in some locations in 
order to protect other resource values such crucial deer 
winter range or stream channels. Generally these areas 
and times are identred in the lease stipulations or on the 


While federal wells are being drilled BLM persor. re! 
are authorized to inspect the operations to ensure that 
federal regulations. guidelines. and the terms of the 
approved APD are being complied with. Ali nigh-pnority 
federal wells. such as wells in high hydrogen sulfide gas 


or environmentally sens tive areas. are inspected at 
some time during Griling operations. 


Past and Current Activity 


Figure H-4 show. the total number and federal num- 
ber of APDs approved from 1977 through 1996 for the 
planning area. All three countes have significant num- 
bers of APDs each year. but those in Niobrara County 
are noticeably fewer Figure H-5 shows the number of 
approved APDs plotied against average oil price from 
1977 through 1995. During this period. APDs for the 
planning area ranged between 4% and 29% of all APDs 
approved in Wyoming 


An average of 48 federal APDs per year in the 
Newcastle planning area were approved by the field 
office manager from calendar years 1987 through 1996. 
Federal APDs averaged 57% of all APDs in the NRA 
during this time Figure H-6 shows the number of wells 
Grilled in the planning area Note that drilling «activity is 
at a 50-year low 


Between 1980 and 1989. several oi and gas fields 
were disccvered in the Newcastle planning area. Figure 
H.7 shows the number of discoveries each year since 
1977. The annual discovery rate in the area has de- 
creased substantial'y since 1989 (figure H-7). Some 
wells. although discoveries. are uneconomic. and little 
of NO additional drilling occurs 


Field size distributions for feids discovered during 
five-year increments since 1945 are shown in figure H- 
8. With the exception of ne field discovered in the 1965- 
1969 interval. field siz has decreased steadily since 
1955-1959. although the number of new field discover. 
ies has increased (figure H-9). The large peak in the 
1965-1969 interval (figure 4-8) is due to the Finn. 
Shurley Field in Weston County which. a'though discov. 
ered in 1965. was developed mostly in the early 1980s 
The largest new field discoveries since 1970. an aver. 
age of the three largest. five largest. and all newly 
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APPENDIX 


Giscovered fields is shown in figure H.8. Note thai all 
trends are downward. Many new field diocovenes 
ultimately have only one well and are uneconomic. 
Abandoned or shut-in Seids with no productive wells 
were considered to have one well. Other fieids were 
considered to have the number of wells sted 


From calendar years 1987 through 1996 an av wage 
of 36 federal wells per year were Grilled mn the planing 
area Each federal well causes an estimated distur. 
bance of 0.5 acre for the location and 0.6 acre for the 
access road All of thus area is reclaimed within two to 
three years after the well is plugged and abandoned 
Tota! disturbed area Gue to federal wells is estimated to 
have averaged 39 acres per year from calendar years 
1987 through 1996. During these years an average of 
48 fede: al wells per year ave been abandoned These 
abandonments have resulted in reciamation of an esti. 
mated 52 acres per year. Figure H-10 shows the net 
change in federal wells trom 1987 through 1996. The 
excess of federal wells plugged over federal wells drilied 
'S Gue largely to temporarily abandoned wells being 
plugged and tewer federal wells being drilled 


OiL AND GAS PRODUCTION 
OPERATIONS 


After an 01 and gas reservow has been drilled i is 
necessary to apply sound engineering principles to 
maximize reservo" recovery and economic return. Pro- 
duction operations occur over the life of the field un'il the 
last well is shut-in. Production operations include such 
things as maintenance and repair of pumps and surface 
equipment, measurement of produced o1l and gas. trans. 
portation of ol and gas. and installation of secondary 
recovery facilites 


Process 


Initially only the orginal reservow energy 1s used to 
produce oil and gas This is called primary recovery and 
allows about 10% to 25% of the orginal ov in place to be 
recovered. After the reservows energy begins to de. 
plete due to withdrawals secondary recovery (ray be 
initiated Secondary recovery involves inyecting water to 
increase Of Maintanm reservow pressure and allows 
about 25% to 40% of the original oi in place to be 
recovered. Many fields in the planning area are under. 
gong secondary 1>covery Some fields are undergoing 


enhanced olf recovery (EOR). EOR may begin at any 
stage of reservow Gevelopment and involves myection of 
surtactants or other Chemucais to increase OW recovery. 


Ow and gas production operatiors are not subject to 
pnor approval by the feild office manager unless there 1s 
a@ possible loss of royaity. additional surface distur- 
bance. recompietion in a different zone. or operations 
are nonroutine or unusual. Examples of actrvities requw- 
Ng Por approval by the held office manager are gas 
venting or flaring and water disposal. 

Production operations and facilities must meet fed- 
eral requirements and are subject to BLM inspection and 
enforcement (I&E). High priority inspection items. such 
as leases producing over 12.000 barreis o/ oi per month 
or leases with a tustory of past major viviotons are 
inspected at least once every twee years. Lower priority 
inspection items are inspected as time and resources 
allow When violations are found the operatoy is notified 
and damages may be assessed 


Past and Current Activity 


Oil and gas production for the Newcastle planning 
area iS shown in figure H-11. All three countes have 
significant of production. Oil production from the pian- 
ning area has increased trom about 4.5% (6.2 million 
barrels of oi!) of the state s total in 1977 to about 7% ‘7.6 
milhon barrels of oi!) in 1985. Since 1985. the planrung 
area has averaged 7% of the state s total oil production 
in 1995. 2 2 milton barrets of ofl were produced in the 
area. Gas production '* relatively minor compared to o7! 
There are no major gas fields in the planning area. 


in 1976, 38% (2.3 million barrels of ofl) of the ol 
produced in the planning area was trom federal wells. 
Atter reaching a peak of 50% in 1990 federal wells now 
produce 47% (2.4 millon barrels of oil) of the total o# in 
the area. Gas production trom federal wells decreased 
from 78% (2.4 billion cubic feet of gas) in 1978 to 47% 
(1.8 billion cubic feet of gas) in 1995. Federal, fee. and 
State of production are shown in figure H-12. 


From calendar years 1978 through 1995 there were 
an average of 1.827 productive oil wells in the Newcastle 
planning area (figure H-13). Productive federal wells 
increased from abovst 500 in 1978 to about 900 in 1984 
From 1978 to 1995 productive federal of wells have 
been 41% to 44% of the total producing of! wells. 
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Figure H-1 
Oil and Gas Lease Sale Results 
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Figure H-2 
Oil and Gas Lease Sale Results 
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Figure H-3 
Notices of Intent to 


Conduct Seismic Operations 
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Figure H-4 
Drilling Permits 
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Figure H-5 


Approved Applications Compared to Oil Price 
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The numbers reoresent the year for the data point. 


The linear regressior: line is shown, 1 squared is 0.60. 
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Figure H-6 
Wells Drilled in Newcastle Field Area 
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Figure H-7 
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Figure H-8 
Average Number cf Producing Wells Per Field 
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Figure H-9 


Oil and Gas Field Discoveries 
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Figure H-10 
Net Change in Federal Wells 
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Oil (MBO') and Gas (MMCFG’ ) Production 


Figure H-11 
Monthly Oil and Gas Production and the Number of Producing Wells 
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Figure H-12 
Oil Production by Ownership 
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Figure H-13 
Producing Oil Wells 
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REASONABLY FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENT 
SCENARIO FOR OIL AND GAS 


Thws appendu presents a development scenano for 
of and gas leasing and development activites in the 
Newcastle planning area. This scenario 1s an estate 
of future activity and how much of thes activity «s on BLM. 
adrmurustered mineral acreage 


The of and gas occurrence potential has been est. 
mated for the area and is shown on map i-1. This map 
represents only occurrence potential of hydrocarbons 
and does not indicate development potential Defin- 
tons of high. moderate. low. and no occurrence poten. 
tial are given at the end of this appendix Moderate to 
high occurrence potential areas in Central and eastern 
Crock County probably contain several undiscovered 
heavy oi or tar Geposits in the Minnelusa Formation 
The deposits are from a few hundred feet or less to 
nearly 2.000 feet below the surface. Geologically. these 
Geposits are probably simular to oil and gas reservorrs in 
western Crook County. So far. two deposits have been 
discovered (Burnt Hollow and Rocky Ford). but neither 
has produced a significant amount of ov 

Twelve major ol and gas plays have been identified 


and described by the US Geological Survey (USGS 
1990). These plays are summarized in table |-1. The 


numbers are mean value estates of undiscovered 
economically recoverable conventional oi. gas. and 
natural gas bquids as of January 1. 1987. Most of the of 
produced trom feids wittwn the planning area is from 
these plays. The percentages shown in table |-1 were 
estimated trom the maps shown in USGS 1990. The 
reader 1S Cautoned from estimating how much undis- 
Covered o1 and gas remaims based on the information in 
table |-1. Estemates for teids with less than one million 
barrels of of (MMBO) or six billion cubic feet of gas 
(BCFG) were not included. Due to geologic changes. 
uneven Gevelopment. and differences in reservow size. 
it Cannot be assumed that if 20% of a play area is within 
the planrwng area that apprommately 20% of the undis- 
covered reserves are also within the planning area 


Ohl and gas activity «s primarily based on three factors: 
Crude On prices and anticipated ol price Changes, devel- 
opment of new plays or renewed interest im old plays: 
and. advances in and application of technology (espe- 
cially secondary and erhanced oi recovery and sers- 
rc) 


These factors are difficult to predict with much cer- 
tainty. but some generalizations are possible. The 











TABLE I-1 
SUMMARY OF OIL AND GAS PLAYS 
Percent of Percent of 
____Undiscovered Reserves 5 Planning Play in 
Play Fields MMBO- BCFG’ = Area in Play Planning Area 
Dakota 21 158 158 45 20 
Deep Frontier 6 37 99 5 10 
Lakota NA NA NA 45 20 
Leo 60 110 60 45 50 
Mesaverde and Lewis 10 66 91 1 1 
Minnelusa 165 822 2063 70 35 
Mowry Shale NA NA NA 10 10 
Muddy 39 1333 1298 40 15 
Sussex and Shannon 20 128 103 5 0 S«.5Sh 
Turner NA NA NA 16 40 
Basin Margin Anticline 5 25 21 10 10 
Basin Margin Subthrust NA NA NA 5 25 
* Million barrels of oil, includes natural gas liquids 
* Billlon cubic feet of gas 


SOURCE: USGS 1990 
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estmates presented in this appendi are based on past 
trends and current information. What actually happens 
may be significantly different 


LEASING 


Leasing 's an early phase in o: and gas development 
and is often based on speculation in the planrung area 
it Ss anhcwpated that of and gas leasing will continue at 
apprommmatety the 1990 levels. it is estimated that 
50.000 to 250.000 acres per year in the area will be put 
up forlease. in 1994 this will increase about 50 thousand 
acres. After that @ s estimated about 75.000 to 250.000 
acres will be put up for lease annually 


Although the amount will vary considerably from sale 
to sale. 4 iS estimated that approumately 30% of the 
acreage put up for lease will be sold competitively. The 
variation will depend mostly on crude ol prices and play 
developments. Most of the acreage leased competi- 
tively will be im areas of moderate or greater develop- 
ment potential (map |-2 and appendix H). Much of the 
acreage not sold competitively will be leased over the 
Counter within two years after the sale. 


it tS estimated that the total amount of acreage under 
lease will vary somewhat but average about 1.0 to 15 
milion acres: about 0.5 million acres will remain un- 
leased. Most of the unieased acreage will be in areas of 
low development potential (map |-2) 


Between 1987 and 1992 a total of 41 NOls (6.8 per 
year) were filed It 1s anticipated that sersmuc activity will 
average about the same as was between 1987 and 
1992. A significant increase in seismic activity will 
depend mainly on new piay developments. The activity 
will probably be concentrated in westernmost Crook 
County. northwestern Weston County. and northern 
Niobrara County. OIL AND GAS DRILLING OPERA. 
TIONS 


Historically there 1s a correlation between the total 
number of approved drilling permits (fee. state. and 
federal) and oi price. Data from the last three years 
seems to indicate a lower level of drilling for a given oi 
price (figure H-5 in appendix H). The line shows linear 
regressions for 1977 through 1987 and 1988 through 
1990 data. Whether or not the lower trend will prove to 
be valid remains to be seen, but it does appear that the 
trend established by the 1977 through 1987 data is no 
longer vahd 

The annual number of approved Grilling permits is 


expected to remain between 50 and 300 with a few 
exceptions. lt is not considered likely that the number of 


approved perms will reach the level ¢ was between 
1980 and 1985 (figure H-5). it is anticipated that the 
number of permits will not vary Girectly with of price unti 
the pnce or antopated price exceeds $25 per barre! if 
a new and relatvely widespread play develops in the 
planning area. the number of permits would increase. 
but the amount is impossible to predict. 


Federal APDs have been 44% to 68% (averaged 
54%) of the total approved permits from 1987 through 
1992 (figure H-4 in appendix H): this is not expected to 
change significantly. With few exceptions the number of 
federal APDs is expected to be between 50 and 150 
during the next ten years. 


New field Giscoverres have averaged 4.1 per year 
from 1977 to 1991 according to WOGCC statistics. if 
this rate continues there should be several new discov- 
enes involving federal munerais in the next 10 years. The 
number of new feids discovered is anticipated to aver. 
age between two and six feids per year during the life of 
this plan. Field size distribution indicates that the aver- 
age size of new field discoveries has declined steadily 
with one exception since 1959. The average size of new 
held discovenes 1s anticipated to be two to four produc- 
ing wells. and the maximum size is not expected to 
exceed 15 producing wells 


Recently. there has been considerable interest in 
horizontal Grilling to develop fractured reservoirs. Hori- 
Zonta! Grilling 1s Not expected to have a large wnpact in 
the area because only a relatively small part of the 
resource area appears to have the necessary geologic 
factors for fractured reservors 


OIL AND GAS PRODUCTION 
OPERATIONS 


Although the total number of producing wells has 
increased steadily (gure |-1) the number of productive 
federal wells has decreased slightly (about 1%) since 
1987. The total number of federal wells including shut- 
in. temporarily abandoned. and service wells has also 
Geclined slightly (figure |-2). it ts anticipated that the 
number of productive federal wells will remain near 
1.000 or decrease slightly over the life of this plan. The 
total number of federal wells (producing, shut-in, and 
service) 1S also expected to remain approximately con- 
stamt or decrease slightly 


Oil production increased in both absolute and relative 
amounts from 1977 to 1985 (figure 1-3), bul @ has 
decreased somewhat since then if carbon dioxide 
becomes available at economic prices. several EOR 
projects will probably be initiated. These will most likely 
be concentrated in western Crook County and northwest 
Weston County. if this occurs. of production would 











probably increase somewhat or al least Gecine more 
slowly. New Giscovenes will probably keep o produc- 
bon trom dechrung steeply trom present levels and may 
result im some increases. but sharp increases im produc- 
bon are not expected. 

Nonassociated gas production in the planning area. 
compared to oll production, is small. This is not ex- 
pected to change without the development of a mayor 
gas play which is unlikely 


DEFINITIONS OF OIL AND GAS 
OCCURRENCE POTENTIAL 


High 


There is a demonstrated existence of petroleum 
source, reservon Quality strata. and traps. Areas of high 
potential have discovered ol! occurrences or free oi! 
recovery from well tests 


Moderate 


There «s Girect or indirect geological evidence that 


not present. but there may be shows of o# in cure or well 
tests 


Low 


There is neological evidence that a petroleum source 
reservow Quality strata. or a trapping mechansm is not 
present 


None 


There is a demonstrated absence of a petroleum 
source. reservon Quality strata. or trapping mechanism 
mented in geological terature 
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Figure |-1 
Producing Wells 
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Figure !-2 
WEEE Producing Federal Wells 
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Figure I-3 
Oil Production 
in the Newcastle Field Area 
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APPENDIX J 


PLANT SPECIES AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS 
OF IMPORTANT PLANTS IN THE PLANNING AREA 








Season of 

Maximum General 
Common and Longev- Growth Growth Grazing important Forage 
Scientific Name Symbo!i Origin’ ity’ Height Form® Fiowering’ Behavior Distribution’ Value’ 
Grasses 
Bluegrass. Kentucky POPR | NA P M R C lv Ic TM G 
Poa pratensis 
Biuestem. Big ANGE N P T be VW D T G 
Andropogon gerard 
Bluestem Little SCSC N P Mi B VW D T G 
Schizachyrium scoparium 
Brome. Downy BATE | A —- - C iV M GP 
Bromus tectorum 
Brome. Japanese BRJA |NA A — C lv ic M G-P 
Bromus Japomcus 
Brome. Smouth BRIN P T R C lv T G 
Bromus ine-mis 
Buttaiogra s BUDA N Pp S ST W ic M G 
Ruchioe dactylowdes 
Cordgrass. F ‘ane SPPE N P T m vw D T G 
Spartina peci nata 
Dropseed. Sa d SPCR N P M B Ww ic M F 
Sporbolus cry; tandrus 
Grama. Bive BORG N P S B Ww lol M G 
Bouteloua gracirs 
Grama. Sideoats BOCU N P M BR Ww ic TM G 
Bouteloua curtipendula 
Grass. Porcupine STSP N P T B C D T G 
Stipa spartea 
indiangrass SONA N P T B w D T G 
Sorghastrum nutans 
Needle and thread STCO N P M B C ic-+ M G 
Stipa comata 
Neediegrass. Green STVvi N Pp M B C D M G 
Stipa viridula 
Saltgrass. inland DIST N P M R Ww ic M F 
Distichis stricta 
Sandreed, Praine CALO N Pp T R Ww Kk TM F 
Calamovilta longitoha 
Switchgrass PAV! N P T R Ww D T G 
Pamicum virgatum 
Threeawn. Red ARLO N P M B Ww to M P 
Aristida longiseta 
Wheatgrass. Crested AGCR | P M B C - M G 
Agropyron cristatum (AGDE) 
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APPENDIX J 


PLANT SPECIES AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF IMPORTANT PLANTS IN 
THE PLANNING AREA (Continued) 








Season of 

Maximum Genera! 
Common and Longev- Growth Growth Grazing important Forage 
Wheatgrass intermeaiateAGIN P T - Cc ~ Vv G 
Agropyron miermedium 
Wheatgrass Slender AGTR N Pp Vv p C D Tau G 
Agropyron fr aX yy Cavum 
Whea2tgrass Western AGSM N P vw tH C ic H Vv G 
Agropyron srmutn 
Wiidrye Canada ELCA N Pp T S C D T G 
Enymus Canadensis 
Vddrye. Russian ELJU Pr Mi B C — A G 
Elymus 1 10eus 
Grass-liky 
Sedge Needieleat CAEL N P S R C K “A F 
Carex eleocharis 
Sedge. Sun CAME N P S R f D TAM G 
Carex heloohila 
Sedge. Threadieat CAF! N P S p c cH vi G 
Carex tiitoha 
Fords 
Attaita MESA | 2] V SS ve wy ly 
Medicago saiva 
Boneset False KUEU N P A SS Vd D TW G 
Kuhna eupactodes 
Conefiower Praine RACO N Pp a SS VV ic + vt G 
Ratibida colummtera 
Crazyweed Lambert CXLA N P M SS ) vv p 
Oxytropis lambert: \AGDE 
Di lea. Bigtop DAEN N P Mi SS v D Vv G 
Da'ea enneandra 
Deathcama ZYPA N P SM SS i “ Po 
Zygadenus parncyit ifus 
Gayteather Dotted LiPU N P LN SS W D Vv G 
l atris punctata 
Giobemaliow Scarlet SPCO N P S SS VW ic Wy) F 
Sphaeraicea cocomea 
Goldenrod Missour SOM! ' P M RS va Ic T Pp 
Solidago missouriensis 
Goldenrod Stiff SORI N P M RS W ic t p 
Soldago rigida 
Gumweed Curlyoup GRSO N B MM SS Ww ly M p 
Grindeha squarrosa 
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APPENDIX J 


PLANT SPECIES AND ECOLOGICAL CKARACTERISTICS OF IMPORTANT PLANTS IN 
THE PLANNING AREA (Continued) 








Season of 

Maximum General 
Common and Longev- Growth Growth Grazing important Forage 
Screntitic Name Symbol Origin’ ity” Height Form’ Fiowering’ Behavior Distribution’ Value’ 
Mikvetch Groundpiu ASCR N P S Ss C D Vv G 
Astragalus Crassica’pus 
Plume Prince s STP! N P ss c K 7] Po 
Staniea prnata 


Posonvetcn Racerned ASRA 
Astagalus ‘aCe N0SUS 


Posonvetch TwogroovedASB! 
Astragaius Drsuicatus 


Prameciover Purple PEPU 
Petaiostemon purpureu™ 


Sagewort Cudweed ARLU 
Anernsia udoviciana 


Sampson Black ECAN 
Echnacea angustroka 


Scurtpea Sverieat PSAR 
Psoealea agrapnylia 


Scurtpea Siwntiower PSTE 
Psoralea tenurtiora 


Suntiower Common HE AN 
Hehantinus annuus 


Suntiower Maumnhan  HEMA 
Helantnus MaanuHana 


Suntiower St AER! 
Helanthus nigudus 


Sweetciover Veliow ME OF 
Metiotus officals 


Vetch Amerncan VIAM 
Vicia Amencana 

Semishrubs 

Sagewor Fringed ARFR 
Artemisia triguia 

Snakeweed Broom GUSA 
Guherrezia sarothrae 

Yucca YUGL 
Yucca glauca 

Shrubs 

Leadpiant AMCA 
Amorpha canescens 

Sagetrush Big ARTR 


Antermsia troenta 











APPENDIX J 


PLANT SPECIES AND ECOLOGICAL CHARACTERISTICS OF IMPORTANT PLANTS IN 
THE PLANNING AREA (Continued) 








Snowderry Weste Ssvor N P Ww RS W iC wT F 
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APPENDIX K 
POISONOUS PLANTS 








Animals 
Common Scientific Narne Endangered Seasonal Toxicity 
Deathcamus (Zygadenus panicultatus) Sheep Carly spring and ail 
Cattle season 
Horse 
Larkspur (Delpiunium nelsoni) Cattie summer and tail 
Sheep 
Horse 
Locoweed (Astragalus spp.) Horse year-round 
Cattle 
Sheep 
Arrowgrass ( Trglochin maritima and Sheep summer and tall 
Tngiochin palustris) Cattle 
Greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculatus) Sheep tall 
Cattie 
Halogeton ( Golmeratus) Shes, year-round 
Catth: 





NOTE (inthe Annals Endangered column the names are listed in order of the an val s SusCeptabuty to the porson pliant ) For addition a 
wtormation see “22 Plants Porsonous to Livestock in the Western States USDA Agriculture into Bulletin 327. April 1968 


SOURCE USD! BLM 19814 19816. 1981c 
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APPENDIX L 


POPULATION AND HABITAT VARIABLES MATRIX 


FOR BIRD SPECIES OF SPECIAL CONCERN’ 
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(Federal Register: April 24, 1998 (Volume 63, Number 79)] 

[Notices] 

[Page 20404-20405) 

From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov] 
[DOCID: tr24ap98-55] 


a a 


ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 


[ER-FRL-5491-1] 


Environmental Impact Statements; Notice of Availability 


Responsible Agency: Office of Federal Activities, General 
Information (202) 564-7167 OR (202) 564-7153. 

Weekly receipt of Environmental Impact Statements Piled April 13, 
1998 Through April 17, 1998 Pursuant to 40 CFR 1506.9. 


EIS No. 980122, Draft Supplement, COE, DE, Delaware Coast from Cape 
Henlopen to Fenwick Island Feasbility Study and Bethany Beach and South 
Bethany Interim Feasbility Study, Additional Information, Storm Damage 
Reduction and Construct a Protective Berm and Dune, Sussex County, DE, 
Due: June 08, 1998, Contact: Steve Allen (215) 656-6559. 

EIS No. 980128, Draft EIS, BLM, WY, Newcastle Resource Management Plan, 
Implementation, Updated Information, Evaluates Aiternatives for the Use 
Public and Federal Lands and Resources in Portions of Wyoming, Crook, 
Niobrara and Weston Counties, WY, Due: July 23, 1998, Contact: Floyd 
Ewing (307) 746-4453. 

EIS No. $80129, Final EIS, FHW, TN, I-40 Reconstruction, I-40/1I-240 
Directional (Midtown) Interchange to TN-300 Interchange, Funding and 
Possible COE 404 Permit, Shelby County, TN, Due: May 26, 1998, Contact: 
James E. Scapellato (615) 736-5394. 

EIS No. 980130, Final EIS, AFS, CO, South Quartzite Timber Sale, Timber 
Harvesting and Road Construction, White River National Forest, Rifle 
Ranger District, Grizzly Creek Rare II Area, Garfield County, CO, Due: 
May 26, 1998, Contact: David T. Van Norman (970) 927-5715. 

EIS No. 980131, Final EIS, AFS, CA, Emigrant Wilderness Management 


{[{Page 20405} } 


Direction, Implementation, Stanislaus National Forest, Tuolume County, 
CA, Due: May 26, 1998, Contact: Dave Martin (209) 965-3434. 

EIS No. 980132, Draft Supplement, AFS, ID, Deadwood Ecosystem Analysis 
‘96 Project, New Information on New Alternative, Implementation, Boise 
National Forest, Lowman Ranger District, Boise and Valley Counties, ID, 
Due: June 08, 1998, Contact: David D. Rittenhouse (208) 364-4100. 

EIS No. 980133, Draft EIS, JUS, WV, Federal Correctional Institution 
near the City of Glenville, Construction and Operation, Gilmer County, 
WV, Due: June 08, 1998, Contact: David J. Dorworth (202) 514-6470. 

EIS No. 980134, Draft FIS, FHW, NM, US 84/285 Highway Transportation 
Improvements from Alamo Drive in Santa Fe to Viarrial Street in 
Pojoaque, Right-o%-Way Acquisition, NPDES Permit and COE Section 404 
Permit, Santa Fe County, NM, Due: June 08, 1998, Contact: Gregory D. 
Rawlings (505) 820-2027. 

EIS No. 980135, Final EIS, BLM, MT, Golden Sunlight Mine Expansion, 
Implementation of Amendment 008 to Operating Permit No. 0065, COE 
Section 404 Fe. mit, Whitehall, Jefferson County MT, Due: May 26, 1998, 
Contact: David Williams (406) 494-5059. 

EIS No. 980136, Final EIS, AFS, CA, Chico Genetic Resource Center for 
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Pest Management Program, Implementation, Mendocino National Forest, 
Willow, Butte County, CA, Due: May 26, 1998, Contact: Dennis Weber 
(503) 326-7171. 

EIS No. 980137, Draft EIS, AFS, WA, I-90 Land Exchange between Forest 
Service and Plum Creek, within the Vicinity of the Wenatchee, Mt. 
Baker-Snogqualmie and Gifford Pinchot National Forests, Kittitas, King, 
Pierce, Lewis and Cowlitz and Skamania Counties, WA, Due: June 19, 
1998, Contact: Floy Rogalski (509) 674-4411. 

EIS No. 980138, Draft EIS, IBR, WA, Programmatic EIS--Yakima River 
Basin Water Enhancement (Phase 2) Project, Implementation, Benton, 
Yakima and Kittitas Counties, WA, Due: July 22, 1998, Contact: Ms. Lola 
Sept (208) 378-5032. 

EIS No. 980139, Final Supplement, BLM, CO, NM, TransColorado Gas 
Pipeline Transmission Project, Construction, Operation and Maintenance, 
Section 404 and 10 Permits, Right-of-Way Grents and Special Use Permit, 
La Plata, Delta, Dolores, Garfield, Mesa, Montezuma, Montrose, Rio 
Blanco, San Miguel Counties, CO and San Juan County, NM, Due: May 26, 
1998, Contact: Bill Bottomly (970) 240-5337. 

EIS No. 980140, Draft EIS, FHW, MI, I-96 East Howell Interchange 
Project, Transportation Improvements, Funding, Major Investment Study, 
Cities of Howell and Brighton, Livington County, MI, Due: June 28, 
1998, Contact: James A. Kirschensteiner (517) 377-1880. 

EIS No. 980141, Final EIS, AFS, AK, Cascade Point Access Road, 
Construction, Maintenance and Operation, Road Easement within National 
Forest System land in the vicinity of Echo Cove, EPA Permit, COE 
Section 10 and 404 Permits, Juneau, AK, Due: May 26, 1998, Contact: 
Jennette C. de Leeuw (907) 790-7445. 


Dated: April 21, 1998. 
William D. Dickerson, 
Director, NEPA Compliance Division, Office of Federal Activities. 
[FR Doc. 98-10991 Filed 4-23-98; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 6560-50-P 
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SECOND DRAFT EIS AVAILABLE FOR NEWCASTLE RESOURCE AREA 


CASPER: The second draft environmenta! impact statement for the resource 
management plan covering the public lands in the Wyoming portion of the Newcastle 
Resource Area has been released for public review and comment, according to a 
press release issued by the Bureau of Land Management. The BLM will accept 
comments through July 23. 

The first draft EIS for the Newcastle RMP was issued in September 1993. “So 
that all interested persons would have an equal opportunity to review and comment, it 
was decided to update the document and reissue a second draft EIS,” according to 
Gary Johnson, Newcastle Resource Area Manager. This document outlines four 
alternatives for managing the public lands and resources in the Newcastle Resource 
Area. The public lands include not only the federal surface administered by the BLM 
but also the federal mineral estate. The four alternative plans presented in chapter 2 
focus on allocating public lands and resources among their uses and prescribing 
general management actions that would be taken. The alternatives are designed to 
resolve resource management issues that were identified with public involvement 
during the planning process. This document also describes the anticipated 
environmental consequences of implementing each alternative. 

Your comments are invited on the alternatives and the descriptions of 
environmental consequences. The 90-day comment period began April 25 when the 
notice of availability of the draft EIS was published in the Federal Register by the 
Environmental Protection Agency. 

Comments may be e-mailed (wynrmp@wy.bim.gov) or sent to Gary Johnson, 
Area Manager, or Jack Hanson, Team Leader, BLM, Newcastle Resource Area, 1101 
Washington Boulevard, Newcastle, WY 82701. Comments will be fully considered 
and evaluated in the development of the RMP/final EIS. 

The BLM will be holding public meetings and an open house during the 90-day 
comment period. The date, time, and location of the meetings and spen house will be 
announced in the near future. 

For additional information, or to request a copy of the draft document, 
interested persons may call the BLM’s Newcastle Resource Area office at (307) 746- 
4453 or write to the address above. 


(- end -) 
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[Notices] 

[Page 24568] 

From the Federal Register Online via GPO Access [wais.access.gpo.gov]) 
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DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 


Bureau of Land Management 
(Wy-060-1610-00) 


Notice of Availability 
AGENCY: Bureau of Land Management, Interior. 


ACTION: Notice of Availability of the second draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan (RMP) for 
the Public Lands administered by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) in 
the Wyoming portion of the Newcastle Resource Area. 


SUMMARY: The first draft EIS for the Newcastle RMP was issued in 
September, 1993. It has been decided to update and reissue a second 
draft for further comment because some public comments were 
inappropriately accepted on the first droft after the comment period 
ended. All public comments received on the first draft EIS have been 
considered and changes in the second draft document have been made 
based on those comments. When published, the final EIS will contain the 
proposed Newcastle Resource Management Plan, the comments on the second 
draft EIS, and the BLM responses to them. 


EFFECTIVE DATES: Written comments concerning the analysis will be 
accepted for 390 days following the date the Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) publishes a notice of availability and filing of the draft 
EIS in the Federal Register. The EPA notice of availability is expected 
to be published on April 24, 1998. 

Public meetings will be held in Sundance, Newcastle, and Lusk, 
Wyoming, to provide opportunities for the public to meet with 
representatives from the BLM and to comment on the draft EIS. A court 
reporter will be in attendance to record all comments for the record. 
When the times, dates, and places for these meetings are established, 
the public will be notified in advance through Federal Register or 
other notices, news releases, or mailings. Persons who wish to be 
placed on the mailing list or participate in the Newcastle RMP planning 
process should contact the person(s) identified below at the Newcastle 
Resource Area Office. 

The draft EIS may be viewed at the following locations: Newcastle 
Resource Area BLM Office, 1101 Washington 8lvd., Newcastle, Wyoming; 
Wyoming BLM State Office, 5353 Yellowstone Road, Cheyenne, Wyoming; and 
county and city libraries in Crook, Niobrara and Weston counties. 
Copies of the draft EIS may be obtained from the address below. 


FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT: Gary Johnson, Area Manager, or Project 
Leaders, Jack Hanson or Shelley Peele, Bureau of Land Management, 

















Newcastle Resource Area, 1101 Washington Blvd., Newcastle, Wyoming 
82701, phone 307-746-4453. 

Comments, including names and street addresses of respondents, will 
be available for public review at the above address during regular 
business hours (7:45 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.), Monday through Friday, except 
holidays, and may be published with the final EIS. Individual 
respondents may request confidentiality. If you wish to withhold your 
mame or street address from public review or from disclosure under the 
Freedom of Information Act, you must state this prominently at the 
beginning of your written comment. Such requests will be honored to the 
extent allowed by law. All submissions from organizations or 
businesses, and from individuals identifying themselves as 
representatives or officials of organizations or businesses, will be 
available for public inspection in their entirety. 


SUPPLEMZNTARY INFORMATION: The Bureau of Land Management Newcastle 
Resource Area administers all public lands and minerals (as defined by 
the Federal Land Management Policy Act (FLPMA)) in Crook, Niobrara, and 
Weston counties. The draft EIS for the Newcastle RMP presents four 
alternative multiple use management plans (or four alternative RMPs) 
for those public lands that were analyzed in detail: Alternative A 
(continuation of existing management direction) and three other 
alternatives that provide a variety of land use and resource management 
options for the public lands. 

Issues addressed in the draft EIS include split-estate lands and 
the related limitations of BLM management responsibilities 
(particularly those involving non-Federal land surface over Federally 
owned minerals), the control of prairie dogs on intermingled public and 
private land ownerships, whether or not public lands in the Lance Creek 
Fossil Area should be designated an Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC), and clarification of several maps in the first draft 
EIS to distinguish between public and non-Federal lands. 


Dated: April 27, 1998. 
Alan L. Kesterke, 
Associate State Director. 
[FR Doc. 98-11610 Filed 5-1-98; 8:45 am) 
BILLING CODE 4310-22-P 
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Contact: Jude Carino (307) 261-7600 
Kathy Alexander 


BLM SCHEDULES MEETINGS TO DISCUSS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


CASPER: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has scheduled a series of 
open houses and public meetings in June to discuss and submit formal comments on the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) for the Newcastle Resource Management 
Plan. The planning area includes portions of Crook, Weston, and Niobrara counties. 

Copies of the draft EIS were recently made available to the public for review and 
comment. The formal comment period began April 24 and will last 90 days. Comments 
on the plan will be accepted through July 23, 1998. The draft plan outlines four 
alternatives for managing the public lands and resources in the planning area. It covers 
topics such as grazing, oil and gas, recreation, and paleontological resources. 

Open houses and public meetings have been scheduled as follows: 


June 8, 1998 
Crook County - Sundance, WY 


Community Room (basement of the Crook County Courthouse) 
Open House - 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM 
Public Meeting - 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM 


June 2, 1998 

Weston County - Newcastle, WY 
Bureau of Land Management 
Newcastle Resource Area Office 
1101 Washington Bivd 

Open House - 9:00 AM - 4:30 PM 
Public Meeting - 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM 


June 11, 1998 

Niobrara County - Lance Creek, WY 
Lance Creek School 

Open House - 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 
Public Meeting - 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM 


(more) 
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The open houses will provide an additional chance for the public to meet with 
personnel from the BLM and discuss the draft EIS. The public meetings will provide a 
formal format for submission of comments. A court reporter will record ail submissions 
at the public meetings. 

Copies of the document are available by writing to Jack Hanson, Team Leader, 
1101 Washington Bivd., Newcastle, WY, 82701 or by calling (307) 746-4453. 





(end) 
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1701 East E Street Casper. WY 82601 
















(307) 261-7600 


BLM SCHEDULES MEETINGS TO DISCUSS RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


CASPER: The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has scheduled three open 
houses and three public meetings this month in order for members of the public to 
discuss and submit formal comments on the draft environmental impact statement (E!S) 
for the Newcastle Resource Management Plan. The planning area includes portions of 
Crook, Weston, and Niobrara counties. 

Copies of the draft EIS were recently mailed to the public for review and comment. 
The formal comment period began April 24 and will conclude July 23. The draft plan 
outlines four alternatives for managing the public lands and resources in the planning 
area. It covers topics such as grazing, oil and gas, recreation, and paleontological 
resources. 

Open houses and public meetings have been scheduled as follows: 


June 8, 1996 
Sundance, WY 


Community Room (basement of the Crook County Courthouse) 
Open House - 4:00 PM to 7:00 PM 
Public Meeting - 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM 


June 9, 1998 
Newcastle, WY 


Bureau of Land Management 
Newcastle Resource Area Office 
1101 Washington Bivd 

Open House - 9:00 AM - 4:30 PM 
Public Meeting - 6:00 PM to 8:00 PM 


June 11, 1998 
Lance Creek, WY 


Lance Creek School 
Open House - 6:00 PM to 7:00 PM 
Public Meeting - 7:00 PM to 9:00 PM 





(more) 
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Copies of the document may still be obtained by wnting to Jack Hanson, Team 
Leader, 1101 Washingten Bivd., Newcastle, WY, 82701 or by calling (307) 746-4453. 





(end) 
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Contact: Kathy Alexander (307) 261-7600 


Jude Carino 





CORRECTION 


NEWCASTLE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN MEETING LOCATION CHANGED 


CASPER: Due to office construction at the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) 
Newcastle Resource Area office, the public meeting scheduled for June 9 from 6:00 to 
8:00 p.m. to take comments on the draft environmental impact statement (EIS) for the 
Newcastle Resource Management Pian has been changed. The new location is the First 
Security Bank at 204 West Main Street in Newcastle. The open house will still be held 
at the BLM’s Newcastle office from 9:00 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. on June 9. All other open 
houses and meetings will remain the same. 

More information may be obtained by calling Jack Hanson, Team Leader, at (307) 
746-4453 


(- BLM -) 
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FIRE MANAGEMENT 
IMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
FOR THE 
BLM-ADMINISTERED PUBLIC LANDS 
IN THE 
STATE OF WYOMING 


Prepared by 
U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 
Wyoming State Office 
in coordination with the 
Casper Field Office, the 
Rawlins Field Office, the 
Rock Springs Field Office, and the 
Worland Field Office 


July 1998 
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UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
WYOMING STATE OFFICE 


ADMINISTRATIVE DETERMINATION (AD) DOCUMENTATION 
FOR THE 
WYOMING BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
FIRE MANAGEMENT PLAN 


PART 1: PROJECT DESCRIPTION 


The proposed action is to approve the Wyoming Bureau of Land Management (BLM) fire 
management plan to be submutted for implementation and inclusion in the Bureau-wide fire 
management pian. 


PART Il: PLAN CONFORMANCE REVIEW 


The propose? Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan was prepared in compliance and in 
accordance with the national guidance provided in BLM Manual Handbook H-9211-1, "Fire 
Management Activity Plan Procedures”, and Information Bu'letin No. 97-2031, “Guidance for 
Phase One of the Fire Management Planning Process” (2/5/97). 


A review of all BLM land use plans in Wyoming was conducted to determine whether or not 
the proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan is in conformance with the land use 
plans (per 43 CFR 1610.5, BLM MS 1617.3). It was found that the proposed Wyoming BLM 
Fire Management Plan is in conformance and does not conflict with any BLM land use plans 
in Wyoming. Actually, the proposed fire management plan was basically derived from the 
fire management planning and management decisions contained in the land use plans. The 
specific plans involved are: Newcastle Management Framework Plan (MFP-1982) and the 
imminent Newcastle Resource Management Plan (RMP), Grass Creek MFP (1983) and the 
imminent Grass Creek RMP, Buffalo RMP (1985), Platte River RMP (1985), Kemmerer RMP 
(1986), Lander RMP (1987), Pinedale RMP (1988), Washakie RMP (1988), Cody RMP 
(1990), Great Divide RMP (1990), and Green River RMP (1997). 


The planning objective and management action decisions in the BLM Resource Management 
Plans or Management Framework Plans (land use plans) in Wyoming provide for cost 
effective protection of life, property, and resource values from wildfire and to use prescribed 
fire to achieve multiple use management goals. As necessary, maintenance actions will be 
completed to incorporate new fire terminology in the older RMPs. No needs for amending 
any of the land use plans were identified. Minor maintenance needs for the land use plans 
may be identified in the future, as implementation of the Wyoming Fire Management Plan 
progresses. Since the Grass Creek and Newcastle RMPs are imminent and the new fire 
terminology has been incorporated into the RMP development process for those projects, the 
Grass Creek and Newcastle MFPs will not be maintained. 
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I certify that he proposed action has been reviewed for conformance with these plans (per 43 
CFR 1610.5, BLM MS 1617.3). 


/@j j \ ‘ 
Reviewer (Renee’ Dana, Resource Advisor - for Kemmerer, Pinedale, Green River RMPs) 
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Reviewer (Bob Ross, Resource Advisor - for Cody, Washakie, proposed Grass Creek RMPs, 
Grass Creek MFP) 


; 





/ at 
Reviewer (Glen Nebeker, Resource Advisor - for Buffalo, Platte River, proposed Newcastle 
RMPs, Newcastle MFP) 









evi (McWhirter, Resource Advisor - for Lander, Great Divide RMPs) 
Coordinator - for Wyoming State Office) 


PART Ill: NEPA REVIEW 


The environmental impact analyses conducted and documented in the environmental impact 
statements (EISs) for the above mentioned land use plans were reviewed and were found to 
be appropriate and adequate for making the fire management planning and management 
decisions contained in the land use plans. The specific EISs involved are: Platte River RMP 
EIS (1984), Buffalo RMP EIS (1985), Kemmerer RMP EIS (1985), Lander RMP EIS (1986), 
Washakie RMP EIS (1987), Pinedale RMP EIS (1987), Cody RMP EIS (1988), Medicine 
Bow/Divide (Great Divide) RMP EIS (1988), Green River RMP EIS, (1996), Grass Creek 
RMP EIS (1996), Newcastle RMP DEIS (1998). 


The proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan is an action representative of the third 
tier of the BLM planning process (i.¢., the activity or implementation planning tier) and was 
developed within the parameters and provisions of the fire management planning and 
management decisions contained in the above mentioned land use plans. While the Newcastle 
and Grass Creek "MFP" fire management decisions are not supported by environmental 
analyses, they are imminently to be replaced by "RMPs" which are supported by 
environmental analyses. The EISs for those imminent RMPs are also appropriate and 
adequate for the proposed fire management decisions in those on-going planning efforts. The 
Newcastle and Grass Creek portions of the proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan 
are in accordance with those proposed RMP decisions and will be assured to conform with 
the final decisions. 


Approval of the proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan is an implementing action 
of decisions that have already been supported by the approprflate environmental analyses and 
documentation in the above mentioned EISs. Also, further site-specific environmental 

















analyses will be conducted and documented for any prescribed burning project proposals 
before they are implemented. 


Criteria for and Findings of the NEPA review 


l The proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan (the proposed action) is a feature 
of, or essentially the same as, the collective alternatives selected and analyzed in the 
existing documents. 


id 


A reasonable range of alternatives was analyzed in each of the existing documents. 


3. There has been no significant change in circumstances or significant new information 
germane to the proposed action. 


4. The methodology/analytical approach previously used is appropriate for the proposed 
action. 


A 


The direct and indirect umpacts of the proposed action are not significantly different 
than those identified in the existing documents. 


6. The proposed action would not change the previous analyses of cumulative impacts. 


7 Public involvement in the previous analyses provides appropriate coverage for the 
proposed action. Public involvement was also conducted during development of the 
proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan and further public involvement will 
be conducted in the development of site-specific prescribed burning proposals before 


they are approved. 


Findings: Upon review, I find that all of the above criteria are applicable to approval of the 
proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan. 
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/s/ . 
Reviewer (Bob Ross, Resource Advisor - for Cody, Washakie, proposed Grass Creek RMPs, 
Grass Creek MFP) 





Reviewer (Glen Nebeker, Resource Advisor - for Buffalo, Platte River, proposed Newcastle 
RMPs, Newcastle MFP) 


Aah (McWhirter 





e Advisor - for Lander, Great Divide RMPs) 










Coordinator - for Wyoming State Office) 
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Remarks: The proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan is a part of implementing the 
existing BLM land use plan decisions for the BLM-admunistered public lands in Wyoming 
and is collectively addressed in the alternatives and impact analyses in the EISs for the 
RMPs. 


PART IV: DECISION 


I have reviewed this plan conformance and NEPA compliance record and have determined 
that the proposed Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan is in conformance with the approved 
BLM land use plans in Wyoming and that no further environmental analysis is required. It is 
my decision to approve and implement the Wyoming BLM Fire Management Plan, as 
described in the copy attached. 


State Director: uw Ae ). AS oo FD, Date: x 27 / 7 
F ate R. Pierson 
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FIRE MANAGEMENT iMPLEMENTATION PLAN 
FOR THE 
BLM-ADMINISTERED PUBLIC LANDS 
IN THE 
STATE OF WYOMING 


INTRODUCTION 


This review of the land use plans included 
identification of managemer strategies that would 
achieve desired resource conditions, and reduce 


the potential for catastrophic wildfires through 
management of fuels, in addition to identifying any 
review, the land use plans were found to be in 
conformance with the fire managemett policy and 
it was determined that no new fire management 
would req'sire minor maintenance, or clarification, 
to incorporate new terminology related to the fire 
management policy. 


The planning review addresses fire management 
and suppression decisions on BLM-admunistered 
public land surface in Wyoming. These decisions 
do not cover fire management or suppression on 
state or private land, or on lands administered by 
other federal agencies, including the Bureau of 
Reclamation and the Forest Service. 


The BLM-administered public lands covered by 
this review comprise about 17.5 million acres. 
These lands wili be described as “public lands” 
terminology is defined in the Glossary. in 
and prescribed fire, which occur early in this 
document, should be reviewed. These terms have 
specific meanings identified by the federal wildland 
fire management policy which may differ from 
some definitions used in the past. 


PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 


With scoping letters and media releases starting in 
July 1996, and a Federal Register notice dated 
April 23, 1997, the BLM requested public 
participation in reviewing its fire management and 
suppression activities on public lands in Wyoming. 











promote fire line safety; and achieve a better 
understanding of fire's role in the natural 
has also attempted to gather information on public 
health and safety, smoke management, public 
perceptions regarding fire, and economic 
considerations. 


FIRE MANAGEMENT 
OBJECTIVES AND 
STRATEGIES FOR 
BLM-ADMINISTERED 
PUBLIC LANDS IN 
WYOMING 


GENERAL 


Widiand and prescribed fire would be used to 
actweve resource objectives identified in land use 
plans and implementaton plans to reduce 
dangerous accumuile'ions of fueis. 


Fire management agreements among the BLM. 
other federal agencies, the counties, the state of 


lands. in particular, plant species and age class 
diversity would be a priority. 


Burned areas would be monitored for the contro! 
of noxious weeds. Vegetation treatments and 


Other follow-up management actions, as needed, 
would be used to prevent the spread of weeds. 


The accomplishment of land use and resource 
management objectives would be tracked through 
the BLM’s Geographic information System. 


in the Pinedale planning area, vegetation 
treatments, including the use of prescribed fire, 
would be applied io no more than 20 percent of 
the area within 2 niles of active sage grouse leks, 


during a 10-year period. 


WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT 


As defined by policy, wildfires are unwanted 
natural- or human-caused fires and therefore will 
be suppressed. The following are examples of 
resources or areas that would be protected from 
wiidfire. 


* communities: 
° ll 


. sock art, exfanal eee. and historic structures: 
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to burn up to natural fuel breaks where and when 
feasible 


Minimal impact suppression techniques and 
restrictions or prohibitions on the use of heavy 
equipment would be applied in wilderness study 
areas (WSAs) and in sensitive areas identified 
elsewhere in this document. Fire retardant drops 
generally would be prohibited or restncted within 
200 feet of water and in the vicinity of significant 
Cultural resources. 


PRESCRIBED FIRE 


On ali public lands in Wyoming, prescribed fire 
would be used to improve natural resource 
conditions and reduce hazardous fuels where 


management objectives have not been met by 
wildiand fire or other vegetation treatments. 


Prescribed fires would also be used to create fuel 
breaks and reduce hazardous fuels, especially in 


the early spring and late fall when vegetation is 
dormant and there is higher ground moisture. 


Prescribed fire would be used in combination with 
all other vegetation treatments, as appropriate. 
chermmcal methods. 


A naturally-caused fire occurnng during favorable 
conditions in an area with a prescribed fire pian 
would be treated as a prescribed fire. 


A general objective for fire treatments would be to 
remove excessive brush or woodland canopy in 
mosaic patterns. The percentage of brush or 
canopy removed would depend on the resource 
manageme wt objectives for the area which may 
include wildiffe habitat needs. forage production for 
livestock, ax! watershed improvement. 


Management objectives for tne juniper and limber 
pine woodlands would be to promote age class 
diversity and reduce woodland invasion into more 


productive grassiands and commercial forests. 


Fire management objectives and strategies were 
identified for 56 geographical areas on public 
lands in Wyoming. (See attached maps.) These 
areas were based on broad factors like fire 
frequency, elevation, and vegetation 


The following descriptions may vary from area to 
area in the information provided and in the level of 
detail of that information. The areas also show 
considerable variations in size. These differences 
can be related to vegetation types, administrative 
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boundaries, landownership pafierns, variauons in 
speciicity among the eleven resource 
management plans. and whether or nol more 
Getailed activity or umplementaton plars have 
been developed. 


Area 1: Central Bighorn Basin 
The resource management objectives for this 


broad area of saltbush and sagebrush is to 


Full suppression would be practiced on most fires 


be used tO produce mosaic patierns in about 
2,000 acres of sagebrush per decade. The 














acreage in juniper and limber pine is 500 to 1,000 
per decade. Any wiidiand fires in these 
woodlands, which would result in moderate to high 
intensity-level fires, would be confined or 
contained to 100 accss. 


About 1,000 acres of cheatgrass would be treated 
per decade by prescribed burning, mechanical, 
and chemical methods. Prescribed fires would be 
limited to the Spring. 


Area 3: Northern Absaroka 
Mountains 


The resource management objective for this area 
is to maintain healthy forests and rangelands and 
to reduce the encroachment of juniper and limber 
pine. Emphasis would be placed on maintaining 
commercial timber on Rattlesnake Mountain. Fires 
in this area are highly visible to tourists on their 
way to Yellowstone Park. Therefore, effective 
smoke management and education efforts 
concerning fire’s role in nature are important. 


Generally, the BLM would aggressively respond to 
wildiand fires in this area. An appropriate 
management response would be determined after 
ine tire is assessed. The primary safety concerns 
for fire control are steep, rocky slopes making 
access and working conditions difficult and 
dangerous. Fire and fuels management are 
important issues along the interface between 
urban and wildiand areas (urban interface), 
particularly where dense fuels exist. 


Fire occurrence has been moderate in this area. 
However, large fires on Rattlesnake Mountain 
during the 1960s and early 1970s created a 
heightened awareness of fire amu.ig the citizens 
of Cody. Both Rattlesnake Mountain and Sheep 
Mountain are highly visible from the city of Cody 
and the North Fork of the Shoshone River, a major 
travel route to Yellowstone National Park. 


in Wyoming and mountain big sagebrush 
communities of this area, desired burn acreage is 
from 2,000 to 4,000 per decade, under low to 
moderate fire imensity levels. Naturally-caused 
wildland fires would be confined or contained to 


less than 40 acres under moderate to high fire 
intensity levels. 


in yummper and limber pine communities, the 
desired burn acreage is from 2,000 to 3,000 per 
decade. Naturaily-caused wildiand fires would be 
confined or contained to less than 40 acres under 
high fire intensity levels. 


About 7,000 acres of mixed conifer occur on public 
land in the northern Absaroka Mountains. The 
desired burn acreage is 10 to 50 per decade, 
under low to moderate fire intensity levels. Since 
1963, about 6,000 acres of lodgepole pine and 
spruce have burned on Rattlesnake Mountain. 
Each naturally-caused wiidiand fire would be 
confined or contained to less than 10 acres, under 
moderate or high fire intensity levels. 


Opponunities ‘ur the use of prescribed fire in 
overmature and declining spruce-fir stands is 
limited to creating fuel breaks, reducing hazardous 
fuels, and burning logging slash. About 3,000 
acres of juniper and limber pine would be treated 
to reduce woodland invasion into sagebrush and 
grass parks and to eliminate fuel hazards near 
urban areas. Prescribed burns are currently 
planned for 1,000 acres of sagebrush and juniper 
and limber pine woodlands. Other treatment 
methods would affect about 4,000 acres of 


sagebrush. 
Area 4: Southern Bighorn Mountains 


The resource management objective is to restore 
ponderosa pine stands to a healthy condition and 


maintain or improve habitat diversity in sagebrush 
and juniper vegetative communities. Aspen and 
mixed conifer types would be maintained or 
improved. Naturally-caused wildiand fires would 
be managed under an appropriate management 
response. Roads and natural barriers would be 
used for control lines as much as possibile. In this 
area emphasis is placed on protecting summer 
cabins and areas of urban interface. 


Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment and 


other minimal impact suppression techniques 
would be followed in the Alkali Creek, Medicine 
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Lodge, and Trapper Creek WSAs and in the 
Spanish Point Karst Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC). 


Noxious weeds exist locally in the southem 
Bighorn Mountains and would be monitored in 
burn areas. Prescribed burns would be focused in 
Efforts to reduce fuels would be concentrated in 
ponderosa pine stands to restore a low intensity, 
concerns for fire control are steep, rocky canyons 
dangerous. Smoke is a concern near towns such 
as Ten Sleep and Hyattville and in the Cloud Peak 
Wilderness Area to the east. 


Fire occurrence is moderate throughout this 
management area, with the highest density of 
wildland fires located in juniper and ponderosa 


in areas dominated by Wyoming and mountain big 
sagebrush, the desired burn acreage is 6,000 to 
10,000 per socade. Naturally-caused wiidiand 
fires would be confined or contained to less than 
100 acres, under high fire intensity levels. During 
the last decade, approximately 2,100 acres of 
sagebrush have burned. 


in areas of juniper and limber pine, the desired 
burn acreage is 5,000 to 8,000 per decade. Each 
naturally-caused wildiand fire would be confined or 
contained to less than 100 acres, under high fire 
intensity levels. Wildland fire suppression efforts 
would take maximum advantage of natural barners 
and fuel breaks to reduce hazards to personnel 
and equipment. Much of the juniper and limber 
pine is located in steep, rocky canyons where 
access and working conditions are difficult and 
dangerous. 


in ponderosa pine, the desired burn acreage is 
about 2,800 per decade. The BLM would attempt 
to confine or contain wildiand fires to less than iv 
acres, under moderate to high fire intensity levels. 
As in areas of juniper and limber pine, steep rocky 
canyons and poor accessibility are safety 
concerns. 


The desired burn acreage in mixed conifer 
communities is about 500 per decade. The BLM 
would attempt to confine or contain wildiand fires 
to less than 10 acres, under high fire intensity 
levels. 


There is considerable potential for managing fuels 
throughout this area. Approximately 7,600 acres 
have been prescribed burned during the past 
decade. Prescribed burns are currently planned 
for 2,200 acres annually in sagebrush and juniper 
communities. The desired burn acreage is 13,500 
to 21,200 per decade, however significant limiting 
factors of topography, landownership pattern, 
wildlife habitat, and livestock grazing affect the 
feasibility of these treatments. 


Objectives are to treat 8,000 acres of sagebrush, 
7,000 acres of juniper, and 2,000 acres of 
ponderosa pine per decade. Treatment efforts 
would focus on reduction of juniper invasion into 
ponderosa pine and sagebrush and grass 
communities. Fire, timber harvests, and 
mechanical and chemical treatments would be 
used to maintain or increase the relatively limited 
areas dominated by ponderosa pine. Treatments 
would also be used to reduce hazardous fuels and 
improve diversity in sagebrush throughout the 
mixed conifer areas. Fire would be used to 
promote uneven-aged timber stands and to reduce 
disease. 


Area 5: Southern Absaroka 
Mountains 


The resource management objectives are to 
restore aspen stands which are dying of old age, 
improve the health of diseased and bug-infested 
conifer forests, and reduce the amount of juniper 
and limber pine invasion inio sagebrush 
communities and riparian areas. Emphasis would 
be placed on avoiding the loss of commercial 
timber and improving big game winter range. 
Fuels have built up in timber because of insect 
damage and past fire suppression. 


Wildiand fires would be managed under an 


appropriate management response. Restrictions 
on the use of heavy equipment and other minimal 











impact suppression techniques would be followed 
in the Owl Creek WSA and in the Carter Mountain 
ACEC. 


Extensive use of prescribed fire would be made to 
improve big game habitat, reduce hazardous fuels. 
restore aspen stards. and limit the encroachment 
of sagebrush and juniper. A primary concern is 
the need to protect summer cabins from wiidiand 
fire. 


Histoncally, fire occurrence has been low and only 
small acreages have burned. Precipitation 
accompanies most storms in this area, limiting the 
spread of lightning-caused fires. 


In areas dominated by Wyoming and mountain big 
sagebrush, the desired burn acreage is 7.000 to 
10,000 per decade. The BLM would aftempi to 
confine or contain wildiand fires to 100 acres. 
under high fire intensity leveis. 


In jumper and limber pine communities, the 
Jesired burn acreage is 5.000 to 8,000 per 
decade. The BLM would attempt to confine or 
contain wiidiand fires to less than 100 acres, under 
high fire intensity ievels. 


in areas of mixed conifer and aspen, the desired 
burn acreage is 800 to 1,000 per decade. The 
BLM wouid attempt to contine or contain wildiand 
fires to less than 20 acres, under high fire intensity 
levels. 


Approximately 10.600 acres of sagebrush. juniper, 
and lumber pine have been burned with prescribed 
fire during the past decade. Prescribed burns are 
currently planned for 1,700 additional acres. The 
desired burn acreage is 13,000 to 19,000 per 
decade. Objectives are to treat 10,000 acres cf 
sagebrush, 7,000 acres of juniper and limber pine, 
and 500 acres of mixed conifer and aspen. Most 
vegetation treatments would be done to recuce 
jumper and limber pine invasion into sagebrush 
and nparian areas, and for reduction of hazardous 
fuels caused by pine beetie infestations. Along 
with fire, timber harvests, and mecharical and 
chemical treatments would be used to rejuvenate 
aspen stands. 


Area 6: Northern Bighorn Mountains 


The resource management objective is to restore 
plant diversity in the juniper and sagebrush 
vegetative communities. Emphasis would be on 
protecting cultural resources, cave and karst 
features in the Little Mountain ACEC, and the Five 
Springs Falls Campground and ACEC. Naturally- 
caused wildiand fires would be managed under an 


appropriate management response. 


Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment and 
other minimal impact suppression techniques 
would be followed in the Little Mountain ACEC. 
The primary safety concerns for fire contro! are 
steep, rocky slopes making some wildiand fires 
difficult and dangerous to access. 


Histoncal fire occurrence and the acreages burned 
have been low in the northern Bighorn Mountains. 


In areas dominated by Wyoming and mountain big 
sagebrush, the desired burn acreage is 2,000 to 
5.000 per decade. The BLM woud attempt to 
confine or contain wildland fires to less than 100 
acres, under moderate fire intensity levels. 


In juniper and limber pine communities, the 
desired burn acreage is 500 to 1,000 per decade. 
The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wiidiand fires to less than 100 acres, under high 
fire intensity levels. 


Approximately 4.900 acres of sagebrush and 
juniper have been prescribed burned during the 
past 10 years. Objectives are to treat 4,000 acres 
of sagebrush and 1,000 acres of juniper and 
limber pine per decade. Vegetation treatments 
consisting of prescribed burns, and mechanical or 
chemical methods, would be used to restore 
herbaceous vegetation in sagebrush communites, 
and to remove encroaching juniper. These same 
treatments would be used to create mosaics and 
diversity in established juniper woodlands. 


Area 7: Bridger Mountains 


The resource management objective is to sustain 
the productivity and diversity of juniper and 
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wouid be placed on protecting private property and 
Cultural resources. Historical fire occurrence and 
acreages burned have been very low in the 
Bridger Mountain area. The Hot Springs County 
fire district does most of the initial attack because 
of the large amount of private land in this area. 
Therefore, BLM's efforts are largely that of 
BLM would aggressively respond to wildiand fires 
in this area. An appropriate manacement 
response would be determined after the fire is 
assessed. Fire management concerns relate to 
communities and restricted access resulting from 
locked gates. 


The use of prescribed fire would be limited tc 
smail areas of sagebrush and juniper. The BLM 
would coordinate with adjacent nonfederai 
landowners for mutually beneficial prescribed fires 
and broadcast burning. 


In areas dominated by Wyoming big sagebrush, 
the desired burn acreage is 2.000 to 4,000 per 
decade. The BLM would attempt to confine or 
contain wildiand fires to less than 100 acres, under 


high fire intensity levels. 


in juniper and limber pine vegetative communities, 
the desired burn acreage is 1,500 to 2,000 per 
decade. The BLM would attempt to confine or 
contain wildiand fires to less than 100 acres, under 


high fire intensity levels. 


Few opportunities exist for 2LM-initiated 
prescribed burning because of landownership 
patterns and low fuel densities. Vegetation 
treatment objectives, to be accomplished as 
opportunities arise, are to burn 1,000 acres of 
sagebrush and 500 acres of juniper. 


Area 8: Woods Landing, Jelm and 
Sheep Mountains 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas—consisting largely of upland shrub, 
woodiand, and timber—are to increase browse 
and forage tor big game and livestock, reduce 
sagebrush encroachment, and stimulate aspen 
regeneration. 


Landownership is intermingled in this area; about 
50 percent is public land. There are many 
and summer cabins in the area. Therefore, 
wildiand fires would be fully suppressed, although 
no heavy equipment would be used on the initial 
attack. 


Fire suppression is difficult in some places 
because of locked gates and steep slopes. A 
protection exchange agreement with the Medicine 
Bow National Forest and an annual operating pian 
with Albany County have been established for fire 
suppression. The BLM would attempt to contain 
each wildiand fire to less than 5 acres at least 90 
percent of the time. Smoke management is 
important because >of the Jelm Mountain 
observatory. 


Fire frequency has peen low, averaging less than 
two fires per township, with most fires being 


The desired burn acreage is about 50 to 100 per 
decede in wocdiand and timber vegetative 
communities. On these public lands, opportunities 
for reducing hazardous fuels include siash buming 
adjacent to the national forest. Approximately 
2,000 acres are proposed for prescribed burns per 
decade in all vegetative communities. 


Area 9: Encampment Canyon 
Wilderness Study Area 


The resource management objective for this area 
of upland shrub and timber is to reduce sagebrush 
and pine encroachment into other vegetative 
communities and to stimulate aspen regeneration. 
Tnis area abuts a national forest wilderness area. 
is a heavy recreational use area, and includes a 
cabins. 


This area would be subject to full suppression of 
wildiand fires, pursuant to a protection exchange 
agreement with the Forest Service. Restrictions or 
prohibitions on the use of heavy equip: yen! and 
other minimal impact suppression t ~)r sues 
would be required. Access is generally ~ ied to 
foot or horseback. ‘the BLM would a.tenpt to 








contain each wiidiand fire to less than 5 acres al 
least 90 percent of the time. 


Fire frequency is iow (less than two fires per 
township) and many are single-tree fires from 
lightening strikes. The desired burn acreage is 
about 600 per decade. Less than 200 acres are 
proposed for prescribed fires. some burns being 
planned to improve bighorn sheep habitat. 


Area 10: Seminoe and Shirley 
Mountains Area 


The resource management objective for BLM- 
administered public lands near Seminoe and 
Pathfinder reservoirs, characterized by upland 
shrub and sand dunes, is to use fire to increase 
forage for big game and livestock. The resource 
management objective for timber and woodland 
vegetation communities, comprising important 
wildlife habitat in the Shirley Mountain and Bennett 
Peak areas, is to use prescribed fire and timber 
harvesting to reduce disease and insect 
infestations and promote healthy timber 
regeneration. This is especially important in elk 
winter and calving ranges on Shirley Mountain. 


On public lands near Seminoe and Pathfinder 
reservoirs full suppression would be used, 
consistent with county assistance agreements and 
agreements with the Bureau of Reclamation 
(BOR), where BOR-withdrawn lands are involved. 
No heavy equipment would be allowed on initial 


attack because of steep slopes and fragile, sandy 
soils. 


Restrictions or prohibitions on the use of heavy 
equipment and other minimal impact suppression 
techniques would be followed in the Bennett Peak 
WSA. initial attack by the BLM is essential in 
the fire suppression capabilities of local firefighting 
forces could be quickly exceeded. Further, there 
are some areas with steep slopes and limited 
access. The BLM would attempt to contain each 
wildiand fire to 5 acres or less at least 90 percent 
of the time. 


Fire frequency is low in most of the area near 
Seminoe and Pathfinder reservoirs. Along travel 


routes and im high recreation use areas most fires 
are human-caused. 


Fire frequency is high in the Bennett Peak WSA 
(greater than six fires per township) and moderate 
on Shirley Mountain (with three to five fires per 
township). Most fires have been smail, less than 
3 acres, and are caused by lightening strikes. 


The opportunity for using prescribed fire near 
Seminoe and Pathfinder reservoirs is limited 
because of heavy recreational use. The 
opportunity for using prescribed fire in the Bennett 
Peak WSA is limited to about 250 to 500 acres per 
decade. However, in the 

vicinity of Shirley Mountain, there is considerable 
potential for using prescribed fire to improve 
watershed condition, livestock forage, and wildiife 
habitat, and for hazardous fuels reduction. 


The desired burn acreage is about 1,200 per 
decade. A maximum of 1,000 acres is proposed 
for prescribed burns per decade. 


Area 11: Platte Valley and Baggs 
Big Game Crucial Winter Range 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas—consisting largely of shrub, upland shrub, 
and woodland vegetative communitiees—are to 
increase browse and provide thermal hiding cover 
tor mule deer and elk, enhance forage for livestock 
use, create mixed-age stands of sagebrush and 
upland shrub, and reduce juniper and sagebrush 
encroachment into other vegetative communities. 


in the Platte Valley, BLM would practice full 
suppression with no heavy equipment on initial 
attack. This is because of intermingied 
landownership and is pursuant to a protection 
exchange agreement with the Medicine Bow 
National Forest. About 75 percent of the fires in 
the Platte Valley are human-caused. Naturally- 
caused wildland fires in the Baggs crucial winter 
range would be managed under an appropriate 
management response. However, full suppression 
would be practiced in juniper woodland crucial 
winter habitat areas along the Colorado-Wyoming 
state line. The BLM would attempt to contain 
each wildiand fire to less than 10 acres 90 


percent of the time. 


SG 








Fire frequency is low in the Platte Valley to 
moderate along the national forest boundary. in 
the Baggs area, fire frequency is also low and 
most fires do not exceed 10 acres. One excepbor 
is the juniper woodland along the Colorado- 
Wyoming state line where fire frequency is 
moderate to high. 


The desired burn acreage is about 50,000 per 
decade to enhance wildlife habitat. Most of this will 
be eccomplished with prescribed burns. Many 
shared-cost projects are under development. 
Partnerships would be pursued with the Wyoming 
Game and Fish Department (WGFD), the Rocky 
and others. Shrub communities in the Baggs big 
game crucial winter range are the areas of 
heaviest prescribed fire use in the Rawlins Distnct 


Other fuel management opportunities inciude the 
use of herbicides for sagebrush thinning. These 
treatments are preferred over prescnbed burning 
because of the potential spread of rabbitbrush 
after fire. Herbicide treatments are planned to 
involve about 1.000 acres per year. 


Area 12: Checkerboard Public 
Lands in Carbon and Sweetwater 
Counties; intermingled Public 
Lands in Albany and Laramie 
Counties 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas—consisting of grassiand, shrub, and 
woodiand vegetation—are to maintain or improve 
watershed condmcens, wildlife habitat, and livestock 
forage. Other objectives are to reduce juniper, 
limber pine, and sagebrush encroachment and to 
stimulate aspen regeneration. 


These areas would be subject to full suppression 
of wildland fires because the public lands are 
scattered or intermingled with nonfederal lands. 
Suppression would be coordinated t.; ugh 
assistance agreements with the counties and other 
than 10 percent of the surface in Laramie County 
and the eastern two-thir? Albany County to 
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approximaiely 50 percent in Carbor and 
Sweetwater counties. These areas also support 
considerabie oil and gas development and a major 
travel route. Periodically, smoke along highways 
Could be a nsk to public safety. The BLM, through 
fire departments would attempt to contain each 
wildiand fire to 5 acres or less at least 90 percent 
of the time. 


Fire frequency in Albany and Laramie counties is 
uncertain since most wildland fires are suppressed 
by the counties. Fire frequency in Carbon and 
Sweetwater counties varies from moderate to high 
along travel routes and near oll and gas fields and 
is low elsewhere. 


The desired burn acreage is about 60.000 per 
decade. Ncst of this would be accomplished with 
prescribed burns. 


Area 13: Public Lands Near 
Medicine Bow National Forest 
(Laramie Peak Area) 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of upland = shrub. 
woodland. and timber vegetative 
communites—are to reduce juniper, limber pine. 
and sagebrush encroachment, stimulate aspen 


regeneration, and improve bighorn sheep habitat 


Wildiand fires on public lands would be subject to 
full suppression until hazardous fuels from snags 
and insect infestations have been reduced through 
At that time, an appropnate management response 
to naturally-caused wildiand fires would be 
ir stated. Full suppression would be practiced in 
high visibility and high-use recreaton areas and on 
steep slopes that are limited to foot access. The 
BLM would atternpt to contain wildland fire to less 
than 5 acres 90 percent of the time until 
hazardous fuels are reduced. 


Fire frequency is high. The desired burn acreage 
ic about 5,000 per decade. Most of this would be 














Area 14: Shirley Basin 


The resource management objectives for this area 
of sagebrush and grasslands are to maintain or 
improve plant community composition, watershed 
conditions, forage for livestoc« grazing, and wiidiife 
habitat. 


Naturally-caused wildiand fires would be managed 
under an appropriate management response. 
Management costs would be reduced by 
monitoring wiidiand fires (rather than using full 
suppression) in areas of consolidated public lands. 
There would be no restrictions on initial attack 
(such as restrictions on the use of heavy 
equipment) in areas where landownership is 
intermingled. Fire management agreements with 
private landowners would oe pursued. The BLM 
would attempt to contain each wildiand fire to 10 
acres 90 percent of the tme. (NOTE: How does 
AMR equate to a 10-acre containment? Seems 
inconsistent here. | 


Fire frequency is low in most of the area. The 
desired burn acreage is about 10,000 per decade. 
Most of this would be accomplished with 
prescribed burns. 


Area 15: Ferris Mountains, Pedro 
Mountains, and Sentinel Rocks 


The primary resource management objectives for 
these areas—consisting largely of shrub, upland 
shrub, woodland. and timber vegetative 
communites—are to provide greater visual 
security for bighorn sheep by creating more 
openings in the vegetation, increase browse. 
reduce limber pine encroachment, and improve 
tnber age class diversity. Other objectives are to 
restore 50 to 75 percent of the public lands in the 
Ferns Mountains to a mid-serai pliant succession 
stage and to increase browse and provide thermal 
and hiding cover for mule deer. 


Most naturally-caused wildiand fires in the Ferris 
Mountains would receive full suppression, although 
the use of heavy equipment would be restricted or 
prohibited. However, fires of less than 100 acres. 


objectives. Firefighter safety is a concern in the 
Ferns Mountains because of steep slopes and 
moderate to high level of hazardous fuels in 
lodgepole pine. 


in other vegetative communities naturally-caused 
wildiand fires would be subject to appropriate 
management response to create mixed-age stands 
of shrub and upland shrub communities. The BLM 
would attempt to confine each wildland fire to 100 
acres 90 percent of the time. 


Fire frequency is low in the Ferris Mountains and 
iS moderate in the Pedro Mountains and Sentine! 
Rocks. The desired burn acreage is about 15,000 
per decade. Most of this would be accomplished 
with prescribed burns. 


Area 16: Kinney Rim, Adobe Towr:, 
and Skull Creek; and 
Area 17: Great Divide Basin 


The resource management objective for these low 
precipitation, sparsely vegetated areas is {to 
maintain or improve plant community composition 
while promoting plant species and age class 
Civersity. 


Na'uraily-caused wildland fires would be managed 
urder an appropnate management response. 
Management costs would be reduced by 
monitoring wildland fires (rather than using full 
suppression) for fires under 1,000 acres. Wildland 
fire suppression actions would be limited because 
land status is predominantly public, topography is 
rolling to flat, access is good, and there are no 
firefighter safety concerns. The BLM would 
attempt to contain wildiand fires to less than 1,000 
acres 90 percent of the time. 


Fire frequency is low. The des ed burn acreage 


is about 2,000 per decade for each area. Most of 
this would be accomplished with prescribed burns. 
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Area 18: Green and Crooks 
Mountains 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas of woodlands and timber are to protect 


private property. Fire management in this area is 
affected by a BLM-administered campground, 
heavy recreational use, summer cabins, and ranch 
tacilities. There is also a build-up of hazardous 


acres at least 90 percent of the time. 


Fire frequency is moderate to high with at least 
half of the fires being human-caused. The desired 
burn acreage is about 350 to 500 per Gecade; 300 
acres would be accomplished with prescribed 
burns. 


Area 19: Rattlesnake Hills 


The resource management objective for this area 
of upland shrub and woodiands is to improve elk 
and deer habitat while limiting surface disturbance 


related to fire management. 


Full suppression of wildiand fires would be 
practiced becausé of developed private property, 
especially around Garfiekt Peak and Goat 
Mountain, and because there are some areas of 
hazardous fuels. The use of heavy equipment 
would be restricted ur prohibited on initial attack. 
A primary safety concern for fire control is difficult 
access because of sieep slopes and locked gates. 
Some areas have foot access only. The BLM 
would attempt to contain each wiidiand fire to less 
than 10 acres. 





Fire frequency is moderate to high and with at 


The BLM would aggressively respond to wildiand 
fires in this area. Full suppression would be 
practiced with heavy equipment restricted or 
prohibited on initial attack. These are sensitive 
areas because of fragile soils, steep slopes, and 
historic landmarks. Other fire management 
concerns are intermingled landownerstup, limited 
access, and private cabins. 


Fire frequency is moderate to high. The desired 
burn acreage is about 1,000 per decade. Most of 
this would be accomplished prescribed burns 
Some hazardous fuels would be reduced by 
thinning timber stands of overmature or bug-killed 
pine, in harvest areas of approximately 100 acres 
each. 


Area 21: Dubois and Upper Wind 
River 


The resource management objective for ths arua 
of upland shrub and timber is to enhance wildiife 
habitat, protect public and private property, and 
prevent erosion of fragile soils. This area supports 
nationally important wi' ulife habitat, consisting of 
bighorn sheep and el}. viinter ranges. 


Full suppression of wildiand fires would be 
practiced thres* a protection exchange 


agreerrent with the Shoshone National Forest. 
The purpose would be to reduce hazardous fuels 
ceusec by insect infestation and overmature 
timber. There are also many structures on 





adjacent private lands and high recreational 
activity. 


Fire frequency is low and the fires have been 
small. There is potential, however, for 
catastrophic fires because hazardous fuels have 
built up. The desired burn acreage is about 500 
per decade. Most of this would be accomplished 
with prescribed burns. The reduction of hazardous 
fuels by fire would require highly controlled 
circumstances. 


Area 22: Sweetwater Valley, Beaver 
Rim, and Gas Hills 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas—consisting largely of exposed rock and soil, 
shrub, and scattered woodiands—are to maintain 
or improve plant community composition and 
watershed conditions, promote plant species and 
age class diversity, and improve muse deer habitat. 
Management costs would be reduced by 
monitoring small wildland fires, rather than using 
tull suppression 


Naturally-caused wiidiand fires would be managed 
under an appropnate management response in 
most areas. Generally. fires are small and 
isolated because of a lack of continuous fuels. in 
the Sweetwater Rocks WSA, restnctions on the 
use of heavy equipment and other minumal impact 
suppression techniques would be followed 
Firefighting would be restricted to daylight 
operations because of firefighter safety concerns. 
steep slopes. and difficult access. in areas of 
imterrmmngiec |e Jownerstp, full suppress’cs of 
wildiand fires would be practiced if the ‘res are 
threatering private lands and no agreements are 
in place with the landowners allowing for jess 
aggressive attack. The BLM would attempt to 
contain each wildiand fire to 10 acres 90 percent 
of the time. 


Fire trequency is low. in the Beaver Rim and Gus 
Hillis areas, most fires do not exceed 5° acres and 


are suppressed by Fremont County. 


The desired burn acreage is about 5,000 per 
decade. Most of this would be accomplished with 


ightening-caused and smail, the 
potential for larger fires exists. The desired burn 
acreage is 300 per decade. Approximately 200 
acres are proposed for prescribed burns. 


Area 24: Whiskey Mountain 


Wildland fires would be subject to full suppression 
No heavy equipment would be used on inital 
attack because of fragile soils. the importance of 
ws area for recreation, and to protect important 
wildlife habitat particularly for bighorn sheep 
Most of the area is publi land with rolling or steep 
topography. Many areas are difficult i> access, 
creating concerns for firefighter safety. The BLY 
would attempt to confine wildiand fires to | acre at 
least 90 percent of the time. 


Although fire frequency is low and most fires have 
been limited to single trees or shrubs, the potential 
for catastrophic fire exists because hé zardous 
tuels have built up in some places. The desired 
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burn acreage is about 250 per decade. 
Apprommately 200 acres are proposed ‘or 
prescribed burns. 


objectives would conform to those of the adjacerit 
nontederal lands. 


The vecetation is primarily grass and sagebrush 
suppression of wiidiand fires would be practiced 
on public lands. Fires in the area are usually 


annual operating plans 


Area 26: Black Hills Area 


The ic lands in the northeast part of the state 
contain forested and woodland areas. some 
bordering the Black Hills Nitior:si Forest—Devils 
Tower National Monument is in this area. The 
vegetation is primarily grass, sagebrush, bur oak, 
jumper. aspen. and ponderosa pine with five areas 
supporting cormmercial timber production 


The resource management objectives on BLM- 
adrwrustered commercial forestiands are to reduce 
fuel loading, dispose of logging debris. and 
prepare seedbeds for reforestation. On other 
public lands in the Black Hills area, resource 
management objectives conform to those of the 
adjacent nontederal lands. 


Ponderosa pine is the primary fuel in the 
commercial forestiands. There are benefits to be 
derived from wildiand and prescribed fires in 
meeting minagement objectives for these areas. 
However, all wildland fires would be suppressed to 
protect commercial timber and adjacent lands 
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which are not admurustered by SLM. Prescribed 
fwes would be designed to dispose of logging 
Gebns and reduce understory and hazardous fuels. 


Fires wn the area are usually suppressed by county 
and volunteer fire departments. The BLM provides 
resource acvisors and suppression assistance 
pursuant 'o annual operating plans with the 
counties. Fire suppression in an area east of 
Newcastle, which borders the Black Hills National 
Forest, is subject to a p’ctection agreement with 
the Forest Service. Restrictizis or prohibitions on 
the use of heavy equipment would be followed, 
pnmenily to avoid damage to commercial 
forestiands administered by BLM, and adjacent 
monument lands. 


Area 27: Whoopup Canyon 


The resource management obiective for this 
area—consisting largely of sagevrush, grassiand, 
and ponderosa pine—is to protect prehistoric 
petroglyphs of world class importance. Aji 
wildiand fires would be suppressed. Resitnchons 
Or prohibitions on the use of heavy equipment to 
construct firelines and on the use of chemical and 
Gye retardants would be followed to protect the 
petroglyphs. Fuels management projects would 
be conducted to reduce hazardous fuels near the 
petroglyphs. Primarily, these projects would be 
mecharcal treatments but may include the use of 
prescribed fire involving jess than 50 acres per 
decade. 


Fires are common in the Whoopup Canyon and 
general area. Large fires have threatened the 


canyon and petroglyphs in recent years. 


Area 28: Public Lands in Converse, 
Goshen, Natrona, and Platte 
Counties 


The majority of the land in these counties is in 
nontederal ownership. \Where public lands are 
scattered and isolatec, resource management 
Objectives would conform to those of the adjac~ni 
nontederal lands. Vegetation is primarily 
sagebrush and grass with small areas of upland 











caused wildiand fires would be managed under an 
appropnate management response unless the fires 
threaten to burn onto adjacent nonfederal lands. 
Roads and natural barners would be used for 
control lines as much as possible. Restrictions or 
prohibitions on the use of heavy equipment would 
be followed to avoid damage to the nonfederal 
lands. Full suppression would be practiced on the 
Table Mountain and the Springier wildlife 
management areas in Gosher County, in bald 
eagle roost areas in Converse and Natrona 
Counties, and in the Goldeneye Recreation Area in 
Natrona Cotty. in the baid eagle roost areas, 
cutting of roost trees would be prohibited. 
Restrictions or prohibitions on the use of heavy 


~git, La 


Full suppression would be practiced on public 
lands on Casper Mountan because of 
concentration of cabins, residences, recreationa! 
areas, and communication sites on intermingled 
nontederal lands. Restrictions or puhibitions on 
the use of heavy equipment anc) other mrwmal 
impact suppression techniques wuld be followed 


to avord damaging steep slopes and nontedera! 
lands. The cutting of eagle roost trees would be 


promibited 


Prescribed fire or mechanical treatments of 
vegetation would be emphasized. 


Area 31: Muddy Mountain 
Environmental Educaiion Area 


This area on Muddy Mountain consists of two 











Gebris, and to protect public and private property 
and recreational opportunies. The area 1s 
surrounded by private and state land. Because of 


The majority of the land in these counties i¢ in 
nontederal ownerstup. Where public lands are 
scattered a’ isolated, resource management 
objectives would conform to those of the adjacent 
nontederal lands. Wildland and prescribed fires 
are generally desired where public landownership 
iS relatively Consolidated. Resource management 
objectives for this area—consisting largely of 
sagebrush and grassiand with small areas of 
woodland and ponderosa pine—are to improve 
forage for livestock and wildlife and provide for 
plant species and age Class diversity. 


Naturaily-caused wiidiand fires would be managed 
under an appropriate management response 
uniess the fires threaten to bum onto adjacent 
nontederal lands. Roads and natural barriers 
would be used for control lines as much as 
possibie 


In the Ca~*orment Reno histonc site. wildland fires 
would be ma:.aged to reduce sagebrush cover and 
expose -nd featires and arttacts Restnctons or 
prohibtons on the use of heavy equipment and 
other rurwmal impact suppression techruques 
would be followed 


The Fortification Creek WSA contains 12.419 
acres with vegetation consisting largely of 
pine it 6 being managed to protect or enhance 
widerness vives and has a fre management pian 
in effect wruch specifies that all fires would be 
suppressed. Pronty would be given to keeping 
fires trom spreading onto adjacent private or siate 
lands. Restnctions or prohibitions on the use of 
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heavy equipment and offer murwmail mpact 
suppression techniques would be followed. 


Prescribed ‘ire would be used in the WSA and 
adjacent lands. primarily to maintain or mprove 
watershed conditons. widitle habitat, and ivestock 


forage. Approxmmately 2.000 acres are proposed 
for prescribed burns per decade. 


Area 33: Eastern Bighorn Mountains 


The resource management objective for this 
area—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassiand. 
upland shrub iprmarily curl-lieaf mountain 
mahogany). woodiarrs, lodgepole pine. ponderosa 
pine. and aspen—is to maintain or improve 
watershed conditions. wilditie habitat, and forage 
for grazing. 


Naturally-caused widiand fires would be managed 
under an appropnate management response. 
using roads and natural barners for control lines 
as Much as possibie. unless the fires threaten to 
burn onto adjacent nonfoderai lands. Full 
suppression of wildland fires threatening the 


Buffalo Creek and Grave Spring campgrounds 
would be practiced 


Prescribed fies would be used for a number of 
reasons such aS Gsposal of logging debns. 
reducthon of hazardous fvels. and to meet the 
management objectives mentioned above 
Partnerstos for the use of prescribed fire would 
be pursued with the Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department. the Rocky Mountain Elk Foundation. 
grazing lessees. and others 


The North Fork and Cordner Mountain WSAs are 
located ™ clOs@ prox. wy, © each offer nm he 
southern Bighorn Mouni as. The North Fork 
WSA compnses 10.089 acres and the Gardner 
Mountaw’ WSA 6.423 acres. Both areas are 
being managed to protec! widerness valves and 
erch hes a ‘we rnanagement pian in effect whch 
species that all fires would be suppressed 
Pronty would be given to keeping fires from 
spreading cto adjacent private or state lands. 
Restrcton: or prombitions on the use of heavy 
equipment and other minima! impact suppression 
techniques would be followed. 
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In the eastern Bighorn Mountains approximately 
2.000 acres are proposed for prescnbed bums per 
decade. 


Area 34: Northern Campbell 
County and Bishop Area 


The resource management objective for this 
area—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassland, 
and ponderosa pine—is to manage vegetation for 
grazing, wildlife habitat, and timber production. 


Naturally-caused wildiand fires would be managed 
under an appropriate management response, 
unless the fires threaten to burn onto adjacent 
nonfederal lands. Roads and natural barriers 
would be used for control lines as much as 
possible. 


Area 35: Warren Bridge 


The primary resource management objective for 
this area—consisting largely of sagebrush, 
grassiand, aspen, riparian areas, and meadow 
tundra—is to improve big game winter and 
transitional ranges, pronghorn antelope spring, 
summer, and fall range, and sage grouse habitat. 
Other objectives are to improve forage availability 
in the uplands to draw livestock use away from 
riparian areas, sustain aspen communities by 
reducing conifer and sagebrush encroachment, 
and stimulate aspen regeneration. Emphasis 
would be placed on protecting private and public 
property from wildiand fire by reducing hazardous 
fuels in the urban interface (for example, Hoback 
Ranches and Bleck Butte Estates) and along 
national forest boundaries. Post-burn 
archaeological inventories would be conducted. 


There are intermingled private lands in the area. 
Developed and semideveloped campsites, such as 
those along the Green River and the Warren 
Bridge campground would be protected from 
wildland fire. Wildland fires would be aggressively 
suppressed within 1 mile of the Franz Elk 
Feedground operated by the WGFD. Smoke in 
subdivisions and along U.S. Highway 189-191 may 
pose public safety hazards. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 400 acres. The desired 
burned acreage is about 4,000 per decade. 


Area 36: Beaver Ridge 


The primary resource management objective for 
this area—consisting largely of sagebrush, 
grassiand, aspen, riparian areas, and meadow 
tundra—is to improve big game winter ranges. 
Other objectives are to improve livestock forage 
availabiity in the uplands and protect private 
property by reducing hazardous fuels in the urban 
interface. 


Concerns related to wildland fire suppression 
include intermingled landownership and the urban 
intertace. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 200 acres. The desired 
burned acreage is about 2,000 per decade. 


Area 37: Cora Butte 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassland, 
mesic upland shrubs, 21d riparian areas—are to 
promote plant species and age class diversity and 
maintain or improve watershed conditions by using 
periodic wildiand fire and prescribed burning as 
management tools. 


Concerns related to wildiand fire suppression 
include intermingled landownership and some 
concentrated areas of developed private property. 
Smoke may pose public safety hazards, for 
example near communities and subdivisions, and 


along U.S. Highway 191. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 200 acres. The desireo 
burn acreage is about 1,500 per decade. 


Area 38: Pinedale 
The primary resource management objective for 


this area—consisting largely of sagebrush, 
grassiand, aspen, and forest-dominated riparian 
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areas—is to improve big game winter and 
transitional ranges. Other objectives are to 
improve livestock forage availability in the uplands 
and protect public and private property by reducing 


nazardous fuels in the urban interface and along 
riational forest boundaries. 


There is a limited amount of public land in this 
area, intermingled with developed private property 
and urban interlace. Smoke may pose public 
safety hazards in the city of Pinedale and 
Surrounding subdivisions and along U.S. Highway 
191. An air quality and acid rain monitoring 
station (NADP site) east of Fremont Lake would be 
protected from wildland fire. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 200 acres. The desired 
burn acreage is about 3,000 per decade and it is 
anticipated that the majority of this would be 
accomplished by the use of prescribed fire. A 
priority area for prescribed burns would be along 
the national forest boundary. 


Area 39: Ryegrass and Soaphole 
Basin 


The primary resource management objective for 
these areas—consisting largely of sagebrush, 
grassiand, aspen, and riparian areas--is to 
improve big game winter and transitional! ranges, 
pronghorn antelope spring, summer, and fall 
range, and sage grouse habitat. Another objective 
is to improve livestock forage palatability and 
availability in upland areas. Native American 
sensitive sites in the west half of the area need to 


be protected. 


Most of the lands in this area are public with 
rolling topography and good access for fire 
management. Smoke may pose public safety 
hazards in the community of Daniel and along 


U.S. Highway 189. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 1,500 acres. The desired 
burn acreage is about 9,000 per decade and the 
majority would be accomplished with prescribed 
fire. 
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Area 40: Mesa 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassland, 
and forest-dominated riparian areas—are to 
maintain or improve sagebrush and grassland 
plant community composition while using 
prescribed burns and periodic wildiand fires to 
improve crucial mule deer winter range and sage 
grouse habitat. The Mocroft Native American 
sensitive sites in the northeastern portion of the 
area need to be protected. Wildland fires would 
be aggressively suppressed in cottonwood stands 
along the Green and New Fork rivers to protect 
wildlife habitat, and recreational and scenic values. 


Most of the lands in this area are public with 
rolling topography and good access for fire 
management. Smoke may pose public safety 
hazards in the city of Pinedale and surrounding 
subdivisions and along U.S. Highway 191, and 
cause visibility problems at the Pinedale Airport. 
There are also flammable materials at the airport. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 1,000 acres outside of 
crucial mule deer winter ranges, and about 500 
acres within the winter ranges. The desired burn 
acreage is about 5,800 per decade. 


Area 41: Boulder Lake and Big 
Sandy 


The primary resource management objectives for 
these areas—consisting largely of Douglas fir, 
aspen, lodgepole pine, sagebrush, grassland, 
shrub, forest-dominated riparian areas, exposed 
rock and soil, and mesic upland shrub 
communities—are to reduce conifer and 
sagebrush encroachment into aspen communities. 
promote healthy timber regeneration, maintain or 
improve wildlife habitat and livestock forage, and 
protect cultural resources. Other objectives are to 
protect public and private property by reducing 
hazardous fuels in the urban interface and along 
national forest boundaries. 














In the Scab Creek WSA and on the Lander 
Cutoff/Emigrant Trail, restrictions on the use of 
heavy equipment and other minimal impact 
suppression techniques would be followed. Fire 
retardant drops would be prohibited within 200 feet 
of riparian and wetland areas in the WSA, 
however emergency use of helicopters would be 
acceptable. Wildland fires would be 

suppressed within 1 mile of the Fall Creek, Scab 
Creek, and Muddy Creek elk feedgrounds 
operated by the WGFD. 


This area is primarily timbered, with steep slopes 
and limited vehicle access. intermingled private 
lands ard poteritially significant historic cabins are 
other concerns. Smoke may pose public safety 

hazards in subdivisions ana along Wyoming 


Highway 351. 


The BLM would attempt tc confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 650 acres in sagebrush and 
grassland communities, 400 acres in aspen, and 
100 acres in timber (where fuel levels are low) 
during low to moderate burning conditions. The 
desired burn acreage is about 5,000 per decade. 
Prescribed burns could be used to reduce 
hazardous fuels along the national forest 
boundary. 


Area 42: Bench Corral 


The primary resource management objective for 
this area—consisting largely of sagebrush, 
grassiand, shrub-dominated ipaan areas, 
exposed rock and soil, mixed grass prairie, aspen, 
limber pine, woodland, and lodgepole pine—is to 
improve big game winter and transitional ranges, 
pronghorn antelope spring, summer, and fall 
range, and sage grouse habitat. Other objectives 
are to improve livestock forage availability in 
upland areas, sustain aspen communities by 
reducing conifer and sagebrush encroachment, 
and stimulate aspen regeneration through the use 
of fire. 


There is a high potential for significant historic 
cabins in the west half of this area. Wardell 


buffalo trap is located in the southeast corner and 
is a significant Native American site. This area 
and its interpretive facilities would be protected 





from wildfire. Wildland fires would be aggressively 
suppressed within 1 mile of the North Piney and 
Bench Corral elk feedgrounds operated by the 
WGFD. 


Landownership in this area is primarily public with 
rolling topography and good access for fire 
management. Along the Lander Cutoff/Emigrant 
Trail, restrictions on the use of heavy equipment 
and other minimal impact suppression techniques 
would be followed. Smoke may pose public safety 
hazards in the communities of Big Piney and 
Marbieton, along U.S. Highway 189, and cause 
visibility problems at the Big Piney/Marbieton 
Airport. There are also flammable materials at the 
airport 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 2,000 acres west of U.S. 
Highway 189 and to 500 acres east of US. 
Highway 189. The desired burn acreage is about 
20,000 per decade. Approximately 9,000 acres 
are proposed for prescribed burns per decade. 


Area 43: Deer Hills 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of desert shrub, 
sagebrush, aspen, shrub-dominated npanan areas, 
mixed grass prairie, lodgepole pine, and whitebark 
pine—are to improve big game winter and 
transitional ranges and sage grouse habitat, and 
improve livestock forage availability in the uplands. 


There are oil and gas facilities in the area which 
need protection from wildfire and may affect 
firefighter safety. The topography is rolling and 
access is good. Smoke may pose public safety 
hazards in and near the communities of Big Piney 
and Marbleton and along U.S. Highway 189. Along 
the Lander Cutoff/Emigrant Trail, restrictions on 
the use of heavy equipment and other minimal 
impact suppression techniques would be followed. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildland fires to about 1,000 acres outside of 
crucial mule deer winter ranges, and about 500 
acres within tne winter ranges. The desired burn 
acreage is abou: 4,000 per decade. 
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Area 44: Desert 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of exposed rock and soil 
desert shrub, sagebrush, grassland, mixed grass 
prairie, aspen, shrub-dominated riparian areas, 
and forest-dominated riparian areas—are to 
maintain sagebrush and grassland plant 
community compcsition and maintain or improve 
watershed conditions. Prescribed burns and 
wildiand fires woud be used to meet the 
management objectives listed above and to 
maintain or improve wildlife habitat and livestock 
forage. 


The topography is mostly flat, access is good, and 
landownership is predominantly public. Oil and 


gas facilities in the area would require protection 
from wildland fire and may affect firefighter safety. 
Along the Lander Cutoff/Emigrant Trail, restrictions 
on the use of heavy equipment and other minimal 
impact suppression techniques would be followed. 
Wiidiand fires would be aggressively suppressed 
in cottonwood stands along the Green and New 
Fork rivers to protect wildlife habitat, and 
recreational and scenic values. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildiand fires to about 1,200 acres. The desired 
burn acreage is about 20,000 per decade. 


Area 45: LaBarge 


The primary resource management objectives for 
this area—consisting largely of exposed rock and 
soil, sagebrush, grassiand, woodland, aspen, 
forest-dominated riparian areas, whitebark pine, 
and meadow tundra—are to maintain or improve 
wildlife habitat and livestock forage, sustain aspen 
communities by reducing conifer and sagebrush 
encroachment, and stimulate aspen regeneration 
through the use of fire. Another objective would 
be to promote healthy timber regeneration. 
Emphasis would also be placed on protecting 
important cultural sites. 


There is a high potential for significant historic 
cabins in this area. Lake Mountain WSA, Rock 
Creek ACEC, and Beaver Creek ACEC contain 
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crucial Colorado River cutthroat trout habitat. 
Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment and 
other minimal impact suppression techniques 
would be followed in these areas. Similar 
restrictions would apply along the Lander 
Cutoff/Emigrant Trail. 


Recreational activity in the area is high, especially 
during hunting season. There is also a significant 
amount of oil and gas activity and fire 
management is complicated by intermingled 
private lands. Smoke may pose public safety 
hazards in or near Big Piney, Marbleton, Calpet, or 
LaBarge and along U.S. Highway 189. Wildland 
fires would be aggressively suppressed in 
cottonwood stands alonc the Green River to 
protect wildlife habitat and recreationa! and scenic 
values. Wildiand fires would be aggressively 
suppressed on the Holden Hill and Names Hill 
cultural sites. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildland fires to about 1,200 to 1,500 acres in 
aspen, sagebrush, and grassland communities 
outside of crucial mule deer winter ranges, about 
500 acres in these same communities within 
crucial mule deer winter ranges, and about 100 
acres in timber. The desired burn acreage is 
about 27,000 per decade. 


Area 46: Big Sandy and Steamboat 
Mountain 


The primary resource management objectives for 
these areas—consisting largely of greasewood, 
desert shrub, sagebrush, riparian, and conifer 
vegetative communities—are to reduce conifer and 
sagebrush encroachment into aspen and mountain 
shrub communities, promote healthy timber 
regeneration, and improve habitat for big game 
and sage grouse. Other objectives are to improve 
forage for livestock and wild horses and to protect 
public and private property by reducing hazardous 
fuels in the urban interface and near BLM- 
administered recreation areas and range 
improvements. in portions of the fire management 
area that are predominantly BLM-administered 
lands (north of the checkerboard area), wildiand 














and prescribed fire could be used to meet 
resource management objectives. 


Steamboat Mountain contains unique vegetative 
communities and high value wildlife habitat. The 
Steamboat Mountain vegetative communities 
include associations of sagebrush with Utah 
snowberry and basin wildrye, bluebunch 
wheatgrass, and lemon scurf pea. in these 
communities, the primary resource management 
objective is to protect wildlife habitat. Generally, 
wildland fire is not desired in the Steamboat 
Mountain area, although there may be 


opportunities for the use of prescribed fire. 


These fire management areas contain historic 
trails, special recreation management areas, and 
six ACECs: Steamboat Mountain, Natural Corrals, 
Cedar Canyon, White Mountain Petroglyphs, 


Greater Sand Dunes, and the South Pass Historic 
Landscape. Four WSAs are entirely or partially 
inside the areas. The WSAs are Whitehorse 
Creek, Oregon Buttes, Buffalo Hump, and Sand 
Dunes. There are also important scenic resources 
(Class I! VAM areas). 


Restrictions on the use of heavy equipment and 
other minimal impact suppression techniques 
would be followed in ACECs, WSAs, and along 
historic trails. Restrictions on the use of chemical 
and dye retardants would be followed in the 


vicinity of petrogivphs. 


Fire frequency has been moderate with 27 fires 
recorded in 10 years. These fires burned about 
860 acres. 


The BLM would attempt to confine or contain 
wildland fires to less than 5 acres in the 
Steamboat Mountain area because of the 
important wildlife habitat. The use of prescribed 
fire would be the preferred method to meet 


resource management objectives. 


Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in these 
fire management areas could be bummed per 
decade to achieve resource management 


objectives. 


Area 47: Sweetwater 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of sagebrush, riparian, 
aspen, and conifer vegetative communities—are to 
and forage for livestock, reduce conifer and 
sagebrush encroachment into aspen and mouriiain 
shrub communities, promote healthy timber 
regeneration, and protect public and private 
property by reducing hazardous fuels. 


The area contains sensitive resources including 
two ACECs (one for special status plants and 
another for the South Pass Historic Landscape), 
special recreation management areas, and wild 
and scenic river values. These areas will have 
site-specific fire management prescriptions based 
on site-specific analysis. The use of heavy 
equipment and motorized vehicles for fire 
management would be restricted or prohibited in 
sensitive areas. This area borders the Bridger- 
Teton National Forest. Recreational activity in the 
area is high and takes place year-round 
Landownership is intermingled. Some private 
cabins and ranches are located in the area, along 
with developed and semi-developed recreation 
sites, like those along the Sweetwater River. 
These areas containing public and private property 
would be protected from wildiand fire. 


Fire frequency is low to moderate with five fires 
recorded in 10 years. These fires burned about 
26 acres. 


The area has a low to moderate fire frequency, but 
there are opportunities for wildland and prescribed 
fire to meet resource management objectives. 
Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in this 
fire management area could be burned per decade 
to achieve the objectives. 


Area 48: Red Desert 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of greasewood, desert 
shrub, sagebrush, riparian, and aspen vegetative 
communities—are to improve wildlife habitat, 
improve forage for livestock and wild horses, 
reduce conifer and sagebrush encroachment into 
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aspen and mountain shrub communities, and 
promote healthy timber regeneration. 


The area includes some checkerboard lands, 
major utilities, oil and gas fields, and a one wild 
horse herd management area. Five WSAs and 
one ACEC are entirely or partially in the area. 
These are Honeycomb Buttes, Oregon Buttes, 
South Pinnacles, Alkali Basin/East Sand Dunes, 
and Red Lake WSAs and the Oregon Buttes 
ACEC. Separate fire management plans may be 
written for the WSAs. Portions of the ACEC 
having significant wildlife habitat or cultural values 
may be protected from wiidiand fire. Restrictions 
on the use of heavy equipment and other minimal 
impact suppression techniques would be followed 
in the WSAs and ACEC. Constraints to protect 
watershed and scenic values would apply too. 


Fire frequency is low with two fires recorded in 10 
years. These fires burned about 31 acres. 


Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in this 
fire management area could be burned per decade 


to achieve resource management objectives. 
Generally, prescribed fire would be used. 


Area 49: Little Mountain 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of desert shrub, 
sagebrush, riparian, aspen, and conifer vegetative 
communities—are to improve wildlife habitat, 
improve forage for livestock and wild horses, 
reduce conifer and sagebrush encroachment into 
aspen and mountain shrub communities, promote 
healthy timber regeneration, and protect public and 
private property by reducing hazardous fuels. 


This fire management area contains urban 
interface including the communities of Rock 
Springs and Green River and their surrounding 
residential areas, Table Rock, McKinnon, and 
Lonetree. The area also contains checkerboard 
lands, major utility rights-of-way, and oil and gas 
fields. interstate 80 and U.S. Highways 191, 430, 
and 530 traverse the area. There are large blocks 
of BLM-administered lands. 


22 





The Flaming Gorge National Recreation Area, 
adininistered by the Forest Service, borders this 
fire management area along with the Wasatch- 
Cache and Ashley National Forests. There are 
three WSAs within this fire management area. 
These are Devils Playground/Twin Buttes, Red 
Creek, and Adobe Town. There are also three 
ACECs: Pine Springs, Greater Red Creek, and a 
portion of the Candidate Plant ACEC. The 
objectives for the Pine Springs ACEC include 
maintaining or enhancing important cultural, 
historic, and prehistoric values. Objectives for 
Greater Red Creek include maintaining or 
enhancing fragile soils, Colorado River cutthroat 
trout habitat, and water quality. The objectives for 
the Candidate Plant ACEC include maintaining or 
enhancing plant species and their habitats. 


Three other special management areas also exist 
in this area. They are Monument Valley, Pine 
Mountain, and Sugarloaf Basin. The primary 
objective for Monument Valley is to protect wildlife, 
The primary objective for the Pine Mountain and 
Sugarloaf Basin areas is to improve watershed 
condition, as well as to provide opportunities for 
dispersed recreation and protect wildlife habitat. 


Much of the timber in the Little Mountain fire 
management area is located within the Pine 
Mountain and Sugarloaf Basin management areas. 
Fire management, including suppression needs 
and the use of prescribed fire in timber stands, will 
be determined on a case-by-case basis. The 
objectives would be to ensure that timber stands 
are maintained in a healthy condition and the 
“snow fence” effect created by the timber is 
preserved. 


Recreational use in the area is high. There are 
also important scenic resources (Class |i VRM 
areas) along with petroglyphs, historic trails, and 
two wild horse herd management areas. Srnoke 
in cities and towns and along major highways may 
pose public safety hazards. 


The area contains portions of the checkerboard 
land pattern, urban interface, major utility rights-of- 
way, and oil and gas fields. Full suppression of 
wildland fires would be practiced. Constraints 

















applied to fire management activites would include 
watershed constraints and providing protection of 
conifer stands and ACEC values. Restrictions on 
the use of heavy equipment and other minimal 
suppression techniques would be followed in areas 
such as the Greater Red Creek ACEC, Pine 
Springs ACEC, candidate plant species sites and 
ACEC, and the other special management areas 
including Monument Valley, Pine Mountain, and 
Sugarloaf Basin. Similar restrictions would apply 
along historic trails and in the WSAs. Restrictions 
on the use of chemical and dye retardants would 


be followed in the vicinity of petroglyphs. 


The fire frequency is very high with 234 fires 
recorded in 10 years. These fires burned about 
6,250 acres. 


This area has the highest fire frequency in the 
state and opportunities exist for wildland and 


prescribed fire to meet resource management 
objectives. Overall, up to a quarter of the public 
lands «: this fire management area could be 
burned per decade to achieve resource 
management objectives. 


Area 50: Smiths Fork and 
Raymond Mountain 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassland, 
aspen, and conifer vegetative communities—are to 
improve elk birthing habitat and big game winter 
and transitional habitat, improve upland forage 
availability, reduce conifer and sagebrush 
encroachment in aspen and mountain shrub 
communities, and stimulate aspen and mountain 
shrub regeneration. In the Raymond Mountain 
WSA and ACEC areas another resource 


management objective is to enhance the habitat of 
the Bonneville cutthroat trout. 


In the Raymonc Mountain area the use of heavy 
equipment and motorized vehicles for fire 
management would be restricted or prohibited to 
preserve wilderness values and trout habitat. A 
separate fire management pian would be written 


for this area. Fire management activities adjacent 
to the Bridger-Teton National Forest would be 


coordinated with the Forest Service. Recreational 
use of these areas is high. 


Two important areas need protection from wildland 
fire. These are the Canyon Club, and the ski area 
and lodge on Pine Creek. Concerns associated 
to be fenced, so these areas can recover. 


The fire frequency is low to moderate with eight 
fires recorded in 10 years. These fires burned 
about 860 acres. 


Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in these 
areas could be burned per decade to achieve 
resource management objectives 


Area 51: Hams Fork and Rock Creek 


The rosource management objectives for these 
areas--consisting largely of sagebrush with 
scattered aspen and conifer stands—are to 
improve elk birthing habitat and big game wirter 
and transitional habitat, improve sage grouse 
habitat, improve upland forage availability, reduce 
conifer and sagebrush encroachment in aspen and 
mountain shrub communities, and stimulate aspen 
and mountain shrub regeneration. 


Full suppression of wildland ‘ires would be 
practiced in areas of intermingled landownership, 
although some opportunities may exist to use 
roads and natural barriers for control lines 
depending on what resources are threatened. In 
particular, wildiand fires would be suppressed in 
the area east of South Fork Mountain where 
private lands are being subdivided and developed 
into cabin sites. Fire management activities near 
Fossil Butte National Monument would be 
coordinated with the National Park Service. Fire 
could be used to meet resource management 
objectives where public lands predominate. 


Fire frequency is moderate with 19 fires recorded 
in 10 years. These fires burned about 3,300 
acres. 


Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in this 
fire management area could be burned per decade 
to achieve resource management objectives. 

















Area 52: Green River and 
Seedskadee 


The resource management objective for these 

areas—consisting iargely of greasewood, 

sagebrush, grassland, and ripai‘an vegetative 
Meoada t ont idiite we habi 


Considerable oil and gay exploration and 
development takes place adjacent to the 
Seedskadee Nationa! Wildlife Refuge and there 
are intermingled private and BLM-administered 


Fire frequency is low with only one fire recorded in 
10 years. That fire burned less than an acre. 


To protect public and private property, full 
suppression of wildiand fires would be practiced in 
oil and gas fields and in areas of intermingled 
landownership. The desired burn area is about 5 
percent of the public lands per decade in this fire 
management area. 


Area 53: Slate Creek 


The resource management objective for this 
area—consisting largely of greasewood, 
—_—-— 


Fire frequency is low with only one fire recorded in 
10 years. This fire burned less than an acre. 


Full suppression would be practiced in this area 
because of the large amount of oil and gas 
development. The desired burn area is about 5 
percent of the public lands per decade, in this fire 
management area. Prescribed fire could be used 
to inyprove wildlife winter range and sage grouse 
habitat. 


Area 54: Bridger Valley and Granger 


The resource management objective for these 
areas of desert shrub, greasewood, sagebrush, 
and grass'and is to enhance wildlife habitat. 
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The areas include checkerboard lands, interstate 
way. 


Fire frequency is iow to moderate with no fires 
recorded in the Bridger Valley area in 10 years, 























may exist, especially on the eastern side of the 
continental divide, to let fires burn to roads and 
other natural barriers depending on what 
resources are threatened. In the future, it may be 
possible to manage some areas under appropriate 
management response. 

Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in this 
fre management area could be burned per decade 
to achieve resource management objectives. 


Area 56: Collett Creek and Twin 
Creek 


The resource objectives for these 
areas—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassland, 
aspen, and mountain shrub vegetative 
communities—are to enhance crucial wildlife 
winter and transitional habitat, increase forage for 
rejuvenate aspen and mountain shrub 
communities. The Twin Creek area includes a 
coal mine and a subdivision which would be 
protected from wildiand fire. Wildland and 
prescribed fire would be used elsewhere to meet 


Fire frequency is low to moderate with three fires 
recorded in 10 years. These fires burned about 
1,640 acres. 


Overall, up to a quarter of the public lands in this 
fire management area Could be burned per decade 
to achieve resource management objectives. Up 
to 50,000 acres would be treated with prescribed 
fire by the year 2005. 


Area 57: Meeks Cabin 


The resource management objectives for this 
area—consisting largely of sagebrush, grassland, 
aspen, and conifer vegetative communities—are 
to enhance wildiife habitat and improve watershed 
condition. 


Fire frequency is low with one fire recorded in 10 
years. That fire burned less than an acre. 


Generally, wildland fires would be suppressed in 
this area although there are areas where wildiand 
fire would be desired to meet resource 
management objectives. The BLM would manage 
some naturally-caused wildiand fires subject to 
appropriate management response. Overall, up to 
& quarter of the public lands in this fire 
management area could be burned per decade to 


Area 58: Afton and Evanston 


The resource management objectives for these 
areas of sagebrush and grass are to improve 


The areas include checkerboard lands, interstate 
80, oil and gas fields, and major utility rights-of- 
way. 


Fire frequency is low with four fires recorded in 10 
years. These fires burned about 150 acres. 


Generally, wildiand fires would be suppressed in 
this area. The desired burn area is about 5 
percent of the public lands in this fire management 
area per decade. 
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GLOSSARY 


Appropriate Management Response (AMR) - 
Specific actions taken m response to a naturally- 
occurning wildland fire to wmplement protection and fire 
use objectves. while considenng firefighter and public 
at nsk, resource benefits. threats to private property. 
opportunites for reducing hazardous fuels. and political 
and social concerns. Appropnate management 
response would imvolve a wide range of fwe 
management options. These might include confining or 
containing a wiidiand fire so a stays withm a 
predetermined boundary, or aggressively and quickly 
suppressing the fire. 


biological diversity: The vanety of ite and its 
processes. Although vastly complex. @ includes some 
measurable distinctions like genetic c'ferences within 
and among species. species varriions association of 
species with each other and thew eriwironments, and the 
patterns and linkages of these biological communities 
across geographic areas. (Keystone Center 1991.) 
According to West (1993) “biological diversity is the 
vanety of life and its process, including the variety of 
ving organisms, the genetic differences among the. the 
communities, the ecosystems, and landscapes in which 
they occur, plus the interactions of these components. 
Some [authonties}] would add the loca! peoples, ther 
Culture, and their ‘indigenous knowledge to the list..." 


browse: The part of the current leaf and twig growth 
of shrubs, woody vines, and trees available for animal 
consumption. 


forage for big game and livestock: Browse and 
herbaceous foods that are available to grazing arwmais. 


Bureau of Reclamation-withdrawn (BOR-) 
lands: A withdrawal is actions that restrict the use of 
public lands and segregate the land from the operation 
of some or all of the public lands and/or mineral laws. 
Withdrawals are also used to transfer jurisdiction of 
management to other Federal agencies, in this case, to 
the Bureau of Reclamation. 


crucial winter range: Viinter habita! that a wildiite 
species depends upon for survival, especially during 
severe winier weather conditions. Alternative habitat 
arcas would be very limited or unavailable because of 
severe weather Conditions or other limiting factors. 


Gesired burn acreage The maxmum™ acreage of 
pubec ‘and thal could be burned per decade by 
prescrbec and widiang ‘ve to meet ‘esource 
management objectrves 


full suppression: A strategy for extngustwng tres 
that require wmmediate and contmucus aggressive attack 
in the safest. most cost-effectwe manner. with the least 
amount of property Gamage or resources ost. Full 
suppression may include control. containment. or 
confinement of a wildiire to meet land management 
objectives. 


initial attack: An aggressive suppression action 
consistent with firefighter anc public sa‘ety anc valves 
to be protected 


prescribed fire: Any fire ignited by management 
actions to meet specific objectives. A written. approved 
prescrbed fire plan must exist. and ‘“iatonal 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requrrements must De 
met prior to ignition 


prescription: Measurable critena whch guide 
s2iection of appropnate management response and 
actions. Prescription crtena may imclude safety. 
adrrumstrative, social or egal considerations 


public lands: Any ‘and or interest in lands owned by 
the United States and adrrwnistered by the Secretary of 
the Intenor through the Bureau of Land Management, 
except lands located on the outer Continental Sneif and 
lands held for the benefit of indians, Aleuts. and 
Eskimos. (43 CFR 1601.0-5) 


visual resource management (VRM): The 
planning and implementation of management objectrves 
for maintaining scenic vaives and visual quality on 
public lands. Visual resource management classes 
determine the amount of change that would be allowed 
to basic elements of the lands scape. One (of the trve, 
VRM classes is identified in thus document, Ciass |i in 
Class |i areas, changes in basic elements (form. line. 
color, texture) of the landscape can be evident but must 
remain subordinate to the exusting landscape 


wildfire: Any unwanted wildland fire 


wildiand fire: Any nonstructure fire, other than 
prescribed fire, that occurs in the wildland 
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GLOSSARY OF TERMS 


Active preference: The currently authorized livestock 
grazing use on public lands in an allotment, mea- 
sured in animal unit months (AUMs) of forage. 


Actual use: The total grazing use estimated to have 
taken place. measured in animal unit months (AUMs) 
of forage annually. 


Allotment: An area of land designated and managed 
for livestock gr2zing. An allotment may include 
intermingled private. state, public. and other feder- 
ally administered lards that are administered for 
arazing. The number of livestock and period of use 
are stipulated for each allotment. An allotment may 
consist of several pastures or mzy be only one 
pasture. 


Allotment categorization: The grouping of livestock 
allotments into the categories “M” (maintain current 
condition}. “I” (improve current condition), or “C” 
(manage Custudially while protecting ex'sting re- 
source values). The criteria that determine the 
allotment categorization are described in Appendix 
G in the first draft document. 


Animal unit month (AUM): The amount of forage 
needed to sustain one cow and calf pair, five sheep. 
or one horse for one month. 


Authorized officer: Any employee of the Bureau of 
Land Managemer.: to whom has been delegated the 
authority to make the final, binding decision or take 
specific action. or both. as an official representing 
the United States Government. Such authority has 
legal base in statute or regulation. 


Avoidance area: An area designated to be avoided due 
to some resource value that ‘nay become Gamaged 
or detracted from if development activities were 
allowed. Exampies of an avoidance area may be a 
recreation site or known cultural site. An area may 
also be an avoidance area if some hazard exists 
such as a landslide area. The area may not be 
totally unavailable but should be avoided if possible 


Biological diversity: Biological diversity is the vanety 
of life and its processes. Although vastly complex. 
it includes some measurable distinctions like ge- 
netic differences within and among species. species 
variations, associations of species with each other 
and their environment. and the patterns and link 
ages of these biological communities across geo- 
graphical areas (Keystone Center 1991) 


Inventory, monitoring, research, data management. 
and information sharing are needed for understand- 
ing the elements of biological diversity that exists in 
the Newcastle planning area. 


There is a need to identify biologically diverse areas 
and conserve thei nchness of plan and animal 
species. The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act mandates inventory of the public lands and the 
use of inventories in management. According to the 
Keystone Center. BLM s multiple-use management 
of public lands promotes biological diversity be- 
Cause. under this management. a variety of ecologi- 
Cal stages of habitat are developed and maintained, 
each with its particular plant and animal communi- 
tes. Also. the vanety of landscapes and habitat 
types making up the public lands provides naturally 
for biological diversity. 


The BLM policy requires that habitats be managed 
with emphasis on biological communities and natu- 
ral systems to ensure self-sustaining populations 
and an abundance and diversity of wiidiife, fish. and 
plant resources on the public lands: and that rare. 
vulnerable. and representative habitats. plant and 
animal Communities. and natural systems be con- 
served. The Newcastle RMP EIS considered the 
effects of the alternatives on biological diversity by 
using the evaluation of habitat as a starting point. 


Carrying capacity: The maximum number of animals 


that can be sustained on a given area without 
damaging vegetation or relat .d resources. Carry- 
ing Capacity of a given area may vary from year to 
year because of fluctuating forage production. which 
iS primarily due to differing amounts of precipitation. 


Category 2C species: A species of plant or animal 
showing evidence of survival vulnerability. in which 


the evidence of vulnerability is not sufficient to 
support listing of the plant or animal as threatened or 
endangered. 


Conservation for future use: This category is re- 
served for any unusual cultural resource which. 
because of scarcity. a research potential that sur- 
passes the cur-rent state of the art. singular historic 
importance. cultural importance. architectural inter- 
est. or comparable reasons. is not currently appro- 
priate for consideration as the subject of scientific or 
historical study that would result in its physical 
alteration. A cultura! property or location included in 
this category 's considered worthy of segregation 
from ail other ‘and or resource uses that would 
threaten the Maintenance of its present condition or 
setting. it wi remain in this use category until 
specified provisions are met in the future. 


Crucial winter range: Winter habitat on which a wildlife 
species Gepends for survival. Because of severe 
weather conditions or other limiting factors, no alter- 
native habitat would be available. 
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Discharged use: Cultural sites may be assigned to this 
category when they were previously qualified for 
assignment to any of the other categones but no 
longer possess the qualifying characteristics for that 
use or for assignment to an alternative use. Sites 
may also be assigned to discharge use when the 
cultural property's scientific use potential was so 
sligh* that it was exhausted at the time the property 
was recorded and no alternative use is deemed 


appropriate 


Diversity: The relative abundance of wildlife species. 
plant species. plant communities, and habitats in an 
area. Ecosystem and ecosystem management: An 
ecosystem is an intricate group of organisms within 
their environmental communities. working as an 
ecological unit or natural system. Plants and ani- 
mals, including humans. are a part of this dynamic 
process of living and noniving interaction. The 
BLM’'s mission is to efficiently manage these eco- 
systems 


Ecosystem management is a process that consid- 
ers the total environment. It requires the skillful use 
of ecological. economic, social. and managerial 
principles in managing ecosystems to produce. re- 
store. or sustain ecosystem integrity and desired 
conditions. uses. products. values. and services 
over the long term. Management of individual 
components of ecological systems for immediate 
needs is tempered or expanded to responsible 
management centered on long-term goals and ob- 
jectives targeted to the entire ecological system. 
The principles of ecosystem management, used in 
BLM s day-to-day management of the public lands 
and resources. include recognition that people and 
their social and economic needs are an integral part 
of ecological systems. it 1s consistent with the 
BLM s mission and direction under the FLPMA and 
it is Supported by other laws guiding the BLM's 
mission 


Effective ecosystem management will be incorpo- 
rated into implementation of the Grass Creek RMP, 
into site-specific implementation plans, and into 
daily Management decisions 


Forage: Al! browse and herbaceous foods that are 
available to grazing animais. 


Forb: A flowering plant whose above-ground stem does 
not become woody and is not grass or grassiike. 


Full suppression: A strategy for extinguishing fires that 
requires immediate and continuous aggr:'ssive at- 
tack in the most cost-effective manner, with the least 
amount of property damage or resources lovi. Full 
Suppression may include control. containment. or 
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confinement of a wildfire to meet land management 
objectives. 

Functional-at-risk: Riparian wetland condition is func- 
tional, but soil water, and/or vegetation make the 
area susceptible to degradation. 


Grazing preference: The total number of animal unit 
months (AUMs) of livestock grazing on public lands 
apportioned and attached to base property owned 
or controlled by a permittee or lessee. 


interdisciplinary: Characterized by participation or 
cooperation among two or more disciplines or fields 
of study. 


Limited suppression: A fire strategy used when full 
control of a fire is extremely difficult or when re- 
source values do not warrant the expense associ- 
ated with full suppression. 


Management use: This category is applied to any 
cultural property considered most useful for con- 
trolled experimental study that would result in its 
physical alteration, to be conducted by the BLM cr 
other entities concerned with the management of 


cultural properties. 


Moniioring: The orderly collection. analysis. and inter- 
pretation of resource data to evaluate progress 
toward meeting resource management objectives 


Nonmotorized mechanical transport: Any device for 
moving people or material in or over land. water, 
snow. or air that has moving parts, and that is 
powered by a living or nonliving power source. This 
includes. but 1s Not limited to, sailboats, hang giid- 
ers. parachutes. bicycles, game carriers, carts, and 
wagons. The term does not include wheelchairs 
when used as necessary medical appliances. nor 
does it include skis, snowshoes, nonmotorized river 
craft. sleds. travois, or similar primitive devices 
without moving parts. 


No surface occupancy (NSO): The term “no surface 
occupancy” is used in two ways. It is used in one 
way to define ano surface occupancy area where no 
surtace-disturbing activities of any nature or for any 
purpose would be allowed. For example, construc 
tion or the permanent or long-term placement of 
Structures or other facilities for any purpose would 
be prohibited in an NSO area. 


The other way the “no surface occupancy” term is 
uSed IS aS a Stipulation or mitigation requirement for 
controlling or prohibiting selected land uses or ac- 
tivittes that would conflict with other activities. uses. 
or values in agiven area. When used in this way, the 
NSO stipulation or mitigation requirement is applied 
to prohibit one or more specific types of land and 
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resource development activities or surface uses in 
an area, while other—perhaps even similar—types 
of activities or uses (for other purposes) would be 
allowed. For example, protecting important rock art 
relics from destruction may require closing the area 
to the staking of mining claims and surface mining, 
off-road vehicle travei, construction or long-term 

. placement of structures or pipelines, power lines. 
general purpose roads, and livestock grazing. Con- 
versely, the construction of fences to protect rock art 
from vandalism or from trampling or breakage by 
livestock, an access road or trail, and other visitor 
facilities to provide interpretation and opportunity for 
public enjoyment of the rock art would be allowed. 
Further, if there were interest in development of 
leasable minerals in the area, leases for oil and gas. 
coal, and so forth. could be issued with a “no surface 
occupancy” stipulation or mitigation requirement for 
the rock art site. which wouid still allow access to the 
leasable minerals from adjacent lands and under- 
ground. 


The term “no surface occupancy” has no relation- 
ship or relevance to the presence of people in an 
area 


Off-road vehicle (ORV): Any motorized vehicle ca- 
pable of. or designed for. travel on or immediately 
over land, water, or other natural terrain, excluding: 
(1) any nonamphibious registered motorboat: (2) 
any military. fire. emergency. or law enforcement 
vehicle while being used for emergency purposes: 
(3) any vehicle whose use is expressly authorized 
by the authorized officer, or otherwise officially ap- 
proved: (4) vehicles in official use: and, (5) any 
combat or combat support vehicle when used in 
times of national defense emergencies (43 CFR 
8340.0-5). 


Off-road vehicle (ORV) management designations: 
Des gnations apply to all off- road vehicles regard. 
less of the purposes for which they are being used. 
Emergency vehicles are excluded. The ORV desig. 
nation definitions have been developed in coopera. 
tion with representatives from the US Forest Ser- 
vice, US Park Service, and BLM state and field otiice 
personnei. BLM recognizes the differences be- 
tween off-road vehicles and over-the-snow vehicles 
in terms of use and impact. Therefore, travel by 
over-the-snow vehicles will be permitted off existing 
routes and in all open or limited areas (unless 
otherwise specifically limited or closed to over-the- 
snow vehicles) if they are operated in a responsible 
manner without damaging the vegetation or harm- 
ing wildlife. 


Closed. Vehicle travel is prohibited in the area. 
Access by means other than motorized vehicle is 
permitted. 

Open. Vehicle travel is permitted in the area (both 
on and off roads) if the vehicle is operated respon- 
Sibly in a manner not Causing, or unlikely to cause, 
significant undue damage to or disturbance of the 
soil, wildlife. wildlife habitat, improvements, cultural, 
or vegetative resources or other authorized uses of 
the public lands. 


Limited 


a. Vehicle travel is permitted oniy on existing roads 
and vehicles routes which were in existence prior 
to the date of designation in the Federal Register. 
Vehicle travel off of existing vehicle routes is 
permitted only to accomplish necessary tasks 
and only if such travei does not result in resource 
damage Random travel from existing vehicle 
routes is not allowed. Creation of new routes or 
extensions and or widening of existing routes is 
not allowed without prior written agency ap- 
proval. 


b. Vehicle travel is permitted only on roads and 
vehicles routes designated by BLM. In areas 
where final designation has not been completed. 
vehicle travel is limited to existing roads and 
vehicle routes as described above. Designa- 
tions are posted as follows: 


1. Vehicle route is open to vehicular travel. 
2. Vehicle route is closed to vehicular travel. 


c. Vehicle travel is limited by number or type of 
vehicie. Designations are posted as follows: 


1. Vehicle route is limited to four-wheel drive 
vehicles only. 


2. Vehicle route is limited to motorbikes only. 
3. Area is closed to over-the-snow vehicles. 


d. Vehicle travel is limited to licensed or permitted 
use. 


e. Vehicle travel is limited to time or season of use. 
Posted: 


Seasonal closure to all motor vehicles (the ap- 
proximately dates of closure are indicated). 


f. Where specialized restrictions are necessary to 
meet resource management objectives, other 
limitations also may be developed. 


Pested: Recreational ORV play area. 
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Potential natural community: The community that 
would become established if all successional se- 
quences were completed without interierences by 
man under the present environmentai conditions 
This term is synonymous with climax community. 


Prescribed fire: The skillful application of fire (by 
planned or unplanned ignition) te wildiand fuels in 
either their natural or modified state under specified 
conditions to allow the fire to burn in a predeter- 
mined area while producing the fire behavior re- 
quired to achieve certain management objectives. 


Prevention of significant deterioration (PSD): The 
process incorporated in the Ciean Air Act which 
places emission limitations on specified new or 
modified sources. PSD regulations are intended to 
limit deterioration of air quality that is currently 
Cleaner than national ambient air quality standards 


Proper functioning condition: Riparian wetland ar 
eas are functioning properly when adequate veg 
etation, landform, or large weedy debris is present to 
dissipate stream energy associated with high water 
flows thereby reducing erosion and improving water 
Quality: filter sediment. capture bedioad and air 
floodplain development. improve floodwater reten. 
tion and groundwater recharge: develop root masses 
that stabilize streambanks against cutting action. 
develop diverse ponding and channel characteris 
tics to provide the habitat and the water depth. 
duration, and temperature necessary for fish pro- 
duction, waterfowl breeding. and other uses: and 
support greater biodiversity. The functioning cond: 
tion of riparian wetland areas is a result of interac 
tion among geology. soil. water. and vegetation 


Public land: Any land or interest in lands owned by the 
United States and administered by the Secretary of 
the Interior through the Bureau of Land Manage 
ment, except lands located on the outer Continental 
Shelf and lands held for the benefit of indians. 
Aleuts. and Eskimos. (43 CFR 1601.0-5) 


Public use: This category is applied to any cultural 
property found to be appropriate for consideration 
as an interpretive exhibit in place, a subject of 
supervised participation in scientific or historical 
Study. or related educational and recreational uses 
by members of the general public. 


Range condition: The existing state of range vegeta. 
tion in an area described in comparison to the climax 
(natural potential) plant community for that area. It 
is an expression of the relative degree to which the 
kinds, proportions, and amounts of plants in a plant 
community resemble that of the climax plant com- 
munity. Range condition is rated as: potential 


natural--more than 75% of the vegetation is in a 
climax state; later seral—5 1% to 75% of the vegeta- 
tion is Climax: mid seral—26% to 50% is climax: and. 
early seral—less than 26% of the vegetation is 
climax 


Range improvement: Any activity or program on or 
relating to rangelands designed to improve produc- 
tion of forage. change vegetation composition, con- 
trol patterns of use. provide water. stabilized soil and 
water conditions. or provide habitat for livestock or 
wildiite. Range improvement projects may be fences. 
reservoirs, brush control. or spring and well devel- 
opments 


Range site: A distinctive kind of rangeland that differs 
trom other kinds of rangeland in its ability to produce 
a Characteristic natural plant community. A range 
site is Capable of supporting a plant community that 
differs from other communities in the kinds of per- 
centages of plant species or in total vegetative 
production by the community. 


Recommended stocking level: The level of livestock 
use Measured in animal unit months (AUMs) recom. 
mended in the technical guides produced by the Soil 
Conservation Service. This recommended level is 
based on the productivity of individual areas called 

range sites and adjusted by the range condition 


Recreation opportunity spectrum (ROS): A con. 
tinuum used to characterize recreation opportuni- 
tes in terms of setting. activity. and experience 
opportunities. Four of six total classes are repre. 
sented on BLM-administered public lands in the 
planning area These are semiprimitive 
nonmotorized, semiprimitive motorized, roaded natu: 
ral and rural 


Rest-rotation: A prescribed pattern of grazing use that 
provides sequential rest for various parts of the 
range unit for at least one year. 


Riparian habitat: Common usage refers to the green 
zones along the banks of streams and ponds and 
such wetlands as springs or wet meadows. Other 
usage defines it as any area characterized by veg. 
etation dependent on more water than is available to 
normal upland vegetation. The BLM's usage is “an 
area of land directly influenced by permanent water. 
It has visible vegetation or physical characteristics 
reflective of permanent water influence. Lakeshores 
and streambanks are typical riparian areas. Ex. 
cluded are such sites as ephemeral streams or 
washes that do not exhibit the presence of vegeta- 
tion dependent on free water in the soil.” 


Roaded natural: One of the six classes of the recre. 
ation opportunity spectrum. Roaded natural areas 
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offer about equal recreational opportunities for affili- 
ation with other user groups or isolation from sights 
and sounds of human activities. Such areas provide 
the opportunity for visitors to have a high degree of 
interaction with the natural environment. challenge 
and risk opportunities are not very important except 
in specific challenging activities. The practice of 
outdoor skilis may be important. Opportunities for 
both motorized and nonmotorized recreation are 
present. 


Rural: One of the six classes of the recreat.on opportu- 
nity spectrum. In rural areas, opportunities to expe- 
rience recreation in affiliation with individuals and 
groups are prevalent. as is the convenience of 
recreation sites. These factors generally are more 
important than the natural setting. Opportunities for 
wildiand challenges. risk taking, and testing of out- 
door skills are unimportant except in activities in- 
volving challenge and risk. 


Season of tse: The part of the year in which livestock 
grazing is authorized on a given range area, as 
specified in the grazing lease. 


Scientific use: This category is applied to any cultural 
property determined to be suitable for consideration 
as the subject of scientific or historical study using 
currently available research techniques. including 
Study that would result in its physical alteration. 
Inclusion in this category signifies that the property 
need not be conserved in the face of an appropriate 
research or data recovery (mitigation) proposal. 


Semiprimitive motorized: One of the six classes of the 
recreation opportunity spectrum. Semiprimitive 
motorized areas offer some opportunities for isola. 
tion from the sights and sounds of human activities, 
but not as much as with opportunities for semiprimitive 
nonmotorized recreation. Use of these areas in- 
volves the opportunity for visitors to have a high 
degree of interaction with natural environment, to 
have moderate challenge and risk, and to use out- 
door skilis. Such an area provides an explicit 
opportunity to use motorized equipment while in the 
area. 


Semiprimitive nonmotorized: One of the six classes 
of the recreation opportunity spectrum. Semiprimitive 
nonmotorized areas offer opportunities for isolation 
from the sights and sounds of human activities, but 
not as much as with opportunities for primitive 
recreation. Use of these areas involves the oppor- 
tunity for visitors to have a high degree of interaction 
with the natural environment, to have moderate 


Seral stage: The present state of vegetation of a range 


site in relation to the potential natural community for 
the site. Vegetation status is the expression of the 
relative degree to which the kinds, proportions, and 
amounts of plants in a community resemble those of 
the potential natural community. The classes are 
potential natural community, late seral, mid-seral, 
and early serai. 


Sociocultural use: This category is applied to any 


cultural resource that is perceived by a specified 
social and/or Cultural group as having attributes that 
contribute to maintaining the heritage or existence 
of that group. 


Surtace disturbance (or surface-disturbing activi- 


ties): The physical disturbance ard movement or 
removal of the land surface and vegetation. itranges 
from the very minimal to the maximum types of 
surface disturbance associated with such things as 
off-road vehicle travel or use of mechanized, rub- 
berized. or tracked equipment and vehicles: some 
timber cutting and forest silvicultural practices: ex- 
Cavation and development activities associated with 
use of heave equipment for road. pipeline. power 
line and other types of construction: blasting: strip, 
pit and underground mining and related activities. 
including ancillary facility construction: gas and oil 
well drilling and field construction of development 
and related activities: range improvement project 
construction: and recreation site construction. 


Mitigation of surface-disturbing activities centers 
around surface reclamation and the control and 
prohibition of surface uses. Mitigation is associated 
with concerns for such things as movement of 
disturbed or denuded soil (by water. air, or gravity): 
erosion, water quality (sedimentation, salinity pollu- 
tion): wildlife habitat (vegetative and special. aquatic 
or terrestrial): vegetative composition. cover of pro- 
ductive Capacity (quality. quantity) for consumptive 
and nonconsumptive uses (grazing. scenic values. 
watershed stability); surface and subsurface cul- 
tural and paleontological values; and other subsur- 
face values (Cave or karst systems, aquifers). 


Suspended preference: Part ofthe grazing preference 


which is temporarily withheld from the currently 
authorized (active) grazing use. measured in animal 
unit months (AUMs) of forage 


Trend: The direction of change in the condition of health 


of the range. usually gauged in relation to its natural 
potential and determined by observation over a 
period of time. 








consumed or destroyed by during a specific period. 
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Visual resource management (VRM): The planning. 


design. and implementation of management objec- 
tives for maintaining scenic values and visual qual- 
ity. The system is based on research that has 
produced ways of assessing aesthetic qualities of 
the landscape in objective terms. After inventory 
and evaluation, lands are given relative visual rat- 
ings (management classes). which determine the 
amount of modification allowed to the basic ele- 
ments of the landscape. Following are the five 
classes. VRM Class |: This class applies to areas 
where the objective is to maintain a landscape 
setting that appears unaltered by man 


VRM Class Ii: This class applies to areas where the 
objective is to design p' oposed alterations so as to 
retain the existing character of the landscape. 


VRM Class Ill: This class applies to areas where 
the objective is to design proposed alterations so as 
to partially retain the existing character of the land- 


scape 


VRM Class IV: This class applies to areas where 
the objective is to provide for management activities 
which require major modification of the existing 
character of the landscape. 


VRM Class V: This class applies to areas where the 
natural Character has been drastically altered, and 
the area requires rehabilitation to upgrade it to one 
of the above classificanons 


Wetland: Defined by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 


as “areas inundated or saturated by surface or 
ground water at a frequency and duration sufficient 
to support and which. under normal circumstances 
do support a prevalence of vegetation typically 
adapted for life in saturated soil conditions.” The 
BLM's usage Is virtually synonymous with riparian 
area, but included associated waters such as ponds 
or streams, and all other wet areas such as springs. 


wet meadows. bogs. swamps, and sloughs. 
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Map 3-9 
Hydrogen Sulfide 
as a Geologic Hazard 
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Map 3-10 
Generalized Landslide Areas in Crook County 
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Generalized Landslide Areas in Niobrara County 
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Map 3-12 
Generalized Landslide Areas in Weston County 


le? 














































































































Si eiysl sie] | 
mt 
| #it ) 
_ I 



















































































bh —- 





—— > 


























Niwbrara Counts 














Source: Cannia (1988) 





Map 3-13 
Areas with Selenium 
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Source: Case and Boyde. 1947 








Map 3-14 
Windblown Sand Areas 
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Map 3-19 
Recreation Development Areas 
Newcastle Field Office 
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Map 3-20 
Visual Resource Management 
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Map 3-21 
Surface Hydrology 
Newcastle Field Office 
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Map 3-22 
Deer Critical Winter Range 
Newcastle Field Office 
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Map 3-23 
Deer Herd Unit Area Boundaries 
Newcastle Field Office 
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Map 3-24 
Elk and Antelope Herd Unit 


Area Boundaries 
Newcastle Field Office 
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Map 3-25 
Grouse Nesting and 


Raptor Concentration Areas 
Newcastle Field Office 
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